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ABSTRACT 
PUBLIC LAW 94-142 IN THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
PUBLIC SCHOOLS: AN ANALYSIS OF COMPLIANCE 
Leroy Woods, Jr., B.S., Florida A&M 
M. ED. University of Massachusetts 
Ed. D., University of Massachusetts 
Directed by: Dr. Norma Jean Anderson 
The objective of the study was to dtermine the status.of the special 
education policies, procedures, and practices of the Dsitrict of Columbia 
Public Schools and to what degree, if any, the special education adminis¬ 
trative and organizational structures changed to Gomply with the mandates 
of Public Law 94-142, the Education for All Handicapped Children Act of 
1975. Using the objective of the study as a base, a questionnaire was 
developed and distributed to the four (4) Directors of Regional Special 
Education and Pupil Personnel Services and four (4) principals of city¬ 
wide special education programs that served the categorical needs of 
handicapped students. Questionnaires were returned by the eight (8) 
directors and principals (100%). 
All of the directors and principals reported that the administra- 
of their programs was a shared responsibility with State Education 
Agency school officials. Interviewing and making hiring recommendations 
for potential special education personnel was in the perceptions of 
participants, under the purview of their responsibility and authority. 
Most directors and principals, (75%), indicated in their evalu¬ 
ation of regional and city-wide special education programs that there 
had been increases in coordination and cooperation with various com- 
minity and public agencies serving the needs of handicapped children. 
There had also been administrative and organizational changes in 
special education. Other changes translated into increases in the 
numbers of special education and related services personnel and pro¬ 
grams for the increasing numbers of eligible students. 
Responsibility and authority in administering special education 
programs rested with regional directors and administrators of city¬ 
wide special education programs. The training levels of personnel 
hired to staff special education programs were considered high by 
most of the participants. All teachers and psychologists were cer- 
tified, many with Master's degrees and three or more years experi¬ 
ence in their fields. 
A relative lack of understanding and support of the philosophy 
and reguirements of P.L. 94—142 was indicated by all of the parti¬ 
cipants . 
In conclusion, most directors and administrators indicated that 
there had been effective integration of special education programs 
and services into regular education. 
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
The Education for All Handicapped Children Act, P.L. 94-142, is a 
comprehensive statute which requires states, if they wish to receive the 
Act's appropriation, to provide a free, appropriate, public education to 
handicapped students. Legislation passed by President Gerald R. Ford, 
on November 29, 1975. P.L. 94-142 has four major purposes: 
1. Guarantee the availability for special education progranming to 
handicapped children and youth who require it. 
2. Assure fairness and appropriateness in decision-making about 
providing special education to handicapped children and youth. 
3. Establish clear management and auditing requirements and 
procedures regarding special education at all levels of govern¬ 
ment. 
4. Finally assist the efforts of state and local governments 
through the use of federal funds (P.L. 94-142, 1975) 
P.L. 94-142 applied to all handicapped individuals frcm ages three 
(3) to twenty-one (21) inclusively who required special education and 
related services. Many of the provisions of the law, such as guarantee 
of due process and the requirement of assurance of education in the least 
restrictive environment, were required in an earlier federal law, P.L. 93- 
380, the Education Amendments of 1974 (enacted approximately one year 
and three months later, on November 29, 1975. Handicapped children were 
mentally retarded, hard of hearing, deaf, orthopedically impaired, other 
health impaired, speech impaired, visually impaired, seriously emotionally 
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disturbed, or children with specific learning disabilities, who, by 
reason thereof, required special education and related services. This 
definition established a two-pronged criterion for determining child 
eligibility under the Act. The first was whether the child actually 
had one or more of the disabilities listed in the above definition. The 
second was whether the child required special education and related ser¬ 
vices. 
Prior to the passage of P.L. 94-142, our nation successfully denied 
educational benefits to many handicapped students. Congressional testi¬ 
mony in 1974, elucidated this denial of educational opportunity by pre¬ 
senting information as follows: 
1. Less than half of the eight million handicapped students in the 
United States were being served in schools; 
2. More than one million handicapped children in the United States 
were excluded entirely frcm public schools; 
3. Half of the children who were receiving educational services 
were underserved (Riley, 1978; P.L. 94-142, Section 602b) . 
Although categorical and generic legislation (Learning Disabilities Act, 
P.L. 91-30; Vocational Rehabilitation Act, P.L. 93-112; the Educational 
Amendments of 1974, P.L. 93-380) had been enacted, they did not sucess- 
fully or sufficiently address the plight of millions of handicapped 
students. Parents, special interest groups, and governmental officials 
arduously worked to further address and rectify the inadequate and/or 
non-existent educational opportunities for many handicapped students. 
The fruition of their labors was the enactment of P.L. 94-142 in 
November, 1975. This law embodied the major features of 
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a federal commitment to handicapped students in two fundamental areas— 
rights and revenue. Not only did P.L. 94-142 contain a statutory mandate 
for a free, appropriate public education for handicapped students, but 
it also had a federal financial commitment to help realize the statu¬ 
tory requirements. Presently, schools are reimbursed by the federal 
government for each full-time student in special education programs. 
The leadership challenge in special education intensified with the en¬ 
actment of this law. Although it guaranteed equal opportunity for all, 
there existed great disparities between the statutory mandate to pro¬ 
vide for the education of all children and the actual level of current 
servcie delivery (Burrello and Sage, 1979). 
The field of special education is undergoing change at a rapid 
pace due to pressures from state and federal legislation. The regu¬ 
lations for the new mandate, are currently being revised and dissem¬ 
inated for future implementation. The legislation is based on parity 
of educational opportunities for all students, the elimination of 
discriminatory I.Q. testing and placement procedures, the reduction of 
labeling of students, and provision of the least restrictive alterna¬ 
tives for students with special needs. 
To date, the perceived process of special education in public 
schools has not been one of positive connotation. Children identified 
as exhibiting special needs have been denied access or segregated with¬ 
in the traditional educational system. Presently, " the legality of 
denying a public education to handicapped children by exclusion, post¬ 
ponement, or any other means is increasingly being challenged" (Wein- 
traub and Abeson, 1974) . 
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As of the Fifth Annual Report to Congress on the Implementation of 
Public Law 94-142 (1983), the researcher found that the following progress 
toward assuring the "free appropriate public education of all handicap¬ 
ped children" had been made: 
The number of handicapped children receiving special education and 
related services continued to rise during school year 1981-82. 
. The states reported to Special Education Programs (SEP) that on 
December 1, 1981, they were providing services to 4,233,282 
handicapped students under EHA and P.L. 89-313 (as incor¬ 
porated by Chapter 1 of the Education Consolidation and 
Improvement Act of 1981). This number represents an increase 
of 55,593 children over school year 1980-81. Since the 
initial child count in 1976-77, the number has increased by over 
one-half million. 
. While the overall number of handicapped children served 
increased from 1980-81 to 1981-82, for the first time 
15 states reported fewer handicapped children served than 
in the previous year. In those 15 states, the decreases 
were most pronounced in the categories of speech impaired 
and mentally retarded within the 6-17 age group. 
Since the last annual report: to Congress, and since the first 
child count was taken in 1976-77, there have been some notable 
changes in the number of children reported receiving special 
education and related services for certain handicapping condi¬ 
tions . 
. The most dramatic change has taken place in the learning 
disabled category. In 1981-82, 1,627,344 children were 
counted as learning disabled—an increase of 159,330 since 
1980- 81 and of 830,132 since 1976-77. Growth has also 
occurred in the number of multihandicapped and emotionally 
disturbed children served. For multihandicapped children, the 
number has increased from 50,772 in 1978-79 (the first year 
in which a count was taken for these children) to 73,832 in 
1981- 82. For emotionally disturbed children, the increase 
was from 283,072 in 1976-77 to 341,786 in 1981-82. 
. For the following categories, the number of children served 
has declined over the five-year period since 1976-77 and 
has continued to decline during the past year: speech im¬ 
paired, mentally retarded, other health impaired, deaf and 
hard of hearing, and visually handicapped. For the mentally 
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. retarded, all but seven states reported a decline frcm 1980-81 
to 1981-82. For the other categories, hcwever, even though the 
national total declined, many states reported an increase in 
the number of children served. 
Just as there have been increases in the child count, so also have 
there been increases in the number of personnel responsible for 
serving handicapped children. For special education teachers and 
related services personnel combined, the number increased frcm 
435,584 in school year 1979-80 to 440,011 in school year 1980-81. 
. For special education teachers alone, the increase from 1979- 
80 to 1980-81 was five percent. The number of special education 
teachers of the emotionally disturbed, learning disabled, and 
multihandicapped increased from school year 1979--80 to 1980-81, 
whereas, the number of special education teachers of the men¬ 
tally retarded, other health impaired, orthopedically impaired, 
and deaf-blind decreased. Although not directly proportional, 
these changes generally followed the increases and decreases 
in the child count for the same period. 
. Although the number of school staff other than special educa¬ 
tion teachers (e.g., psychologists, occupational and physical 
therapists) employed to serve handicapped children increased 
frcm 151,649 in 1976-77 to 207,384 in 1980-81, the number of 
such staff has been declining since 1979—80. The number de¬ 
creased in 1979-80 from 215,140 to 214,730, and again in 1980-81 
from 214,730 to 207,384. 
The overall percentage of handicapped children served in regular 
schools, whether in regular or separate classes, has remained 
relatively constant at slightly more than 92 percent since 
P.L. 94—142 was enacted. However, within certain handicapping 
conditions, there have been seme noticeable changes in the per¬ 
centages of children served in different educational settings. 
. The percentage of mentally retarded children served in regular 
classes decreased by seven percent from 1976-77 to 1980-81, while 
the percentage served in separate classes increased by five 
percent during the same time period. 
. For the visually handicapped, the percentage served in separate 
schools decreased by five percent from 1976-77 to 1980-81, while 
the percentage served in separate classes in regular schools 
increased by eight percent. 
. For the orthopedically impaired, the percentage served in 
regular classes declined by almost 10 percent frcm 1976-77 to 
1980-81. The percentage served in separate classes increased 
by slightly more than 10 percent, and the percentage served 
in separate classes in regular schools increased by eight 
percent. 
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. For the orthopecially impaired, the percentage served in 
regular classes declined by almost 10 percent frcm 1976-77 to 
1980-81. The percentage served in separate classes increased 
by slightly more than 10 percent, and the percentage served in 
separate schools increased by slightly more than six percent. 
SEP s administrative role in ensuring the effective implementation 
of EHA-Part B is primarily concerned with monitoring, complaint 
management, technical assistance, discretionary contract/grant pro¬ 
gram. operation, and policy review. 
Monitoring of the implementation of EHA-B and P.L. 89-313 by SEP 
continues to focus on ensuring and strengthening state capacity 
to monior LEAs and public and private agencies. On-site monitor¬ 
ing at the state level focuses on those requirements of EHA-B and 
P.L. 89-313 for which the state educational agency (SEA) has direct 
responsibility. The results of site visits conducted by SEP in 
1982 indicate that while progress has been made, states are still 
experiencing difficulty with certain requirements, especially in 
the areas of general supervision and the monitoring and 
correcting of deficiencies. 
SEP is shifting technical assistance efforts frcm helping states 
implement procedural aspects of EHA to helping states improve 
the quality of their special education programs. Five principal 
areas in which states need technical assistance include these three 
below: 
assessment of handicapped students 
SEA supervision of other agencies 
preparation of personnel (Division of Educational Services 
Special Education Programs, 1983). 
Based on the indications in the progress of the efforts of states 
to implement the mandates of P.L. 94-142 as reported in the Fifth Annual 
Report to Congress, the researcher will discuss national trends, 
particularly those policies, practices, and procedures of the District 
of Columbia's special education administrative and organizational struc¬ 
tures in order to facilitate an understanding of the posture of the 
District of Columbia's Division of Special Education regarding the re¬ 
search problem. 
THE PROBLEM 
Statement of the Problem 
As finally enacted in 1975, the purpose of P.L. 94-142 was to assure 
that all handicapped children had available to them, a "free appropriate 
public education" that emphasized special education and related services 
designed to meet their needs. In addition, the Act was an attempt to 
assure that the rights of handicapped children and their parents or 
guardians were protected; to assist state and local government in provid¬ 
ing for the education of handicapped children; and to assess and assure 
the effectiveness of efforts to educate handicapped children. 
In the case of educating handicapped children, the states were not 
the primary force urging Congress to act. That role was in the hands of 
interest groups representing the handicapped. The states came onto the 
scene later, a couple of years prior to the passage of P.L. 94-142. 
Although the states wanted the financial support of the federal govern¬ 
ment, they did not want stringent federal requirements, which the law did 
indeed have. 
Currently, a form of "tug-of-war" does exist between the federal 
government and many of the states as to the enforcement of P.L. 94-142. 
Thus, the actual enforcement of the law and its full implementation at 
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the local school level, leaves many questions to be investigated. It 
is after reviewing the history and current policies, procedures, and 
practices of the Administration and Implementation of Special Education 
in the District of Columbia Public School, that this researcher has 
determined that there is still a need for an investigative study of the 
administration and implementation of special education relative to full 
compliance issues regarding the mandates of Public Law 94-142, between 
September, 1976 and December, 1983. 
Background. Although free public education was first established 
in the early 1800's, compulsory education law did not exist until 1840 
in Rhode Island and 1851, in Massachusetts (Dunn, 1973). At that time, 
the schools were forced to recognize mildly handicapped school age chil¬ 
dren. In an attempt to deal with the broad range of individual differ¬ 
ences, special education emerged. 
The schools began to scrutinize, sort, classify, and group 
children. The variables of age, socio-economic status, religion, race, 
intelligence, and achievement were carefully examined. Harap (1936 in 
Dunn, 1973) reported that ability grouping was the " most common method 
of adjusting learning to individual differences in the elementary school" 
(p. 45) . Segregated classes became an acceptable and desirable alterna¬ 
tive to servicing children whom the schools could not handle. 
Researchers and educators began classifying exceptional children. 
New methodologies and specialized techniques and materials were developed. 
State and federal funds began pouring into special education programs. 
Fast and furiously, the field of special education grew. 
More teachers were sought to teach handicapped children, yet teacher 
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caipetencies were ill-defined. Any teacher who would take the class was 
assigned the special education room. Needless to say, special education 
teacher preparation programs were few and far between. 
What developed were programs that were designed to rid the regular 
classroom of handicapped children. The segregated setting was soon to 
be known as the "dummy" or "crazy" room, out of sight of the regular 
education mainstream. A typical special education student was trans¬ 
ported by bus to spend an entire academic day with other children having 
similar difficulties. The "special" class was to provide "special" 
curricula (Iano, 1972). What happened in actuality was quite different. 
Differential curriculum was not the case. Rather, watered-dcwn materials 
were presented at slower paces and expectations were minimal. Special 
classes were not the success they were intended to be. 
The field of special education is still undergoing change because 
of present pressures from state legislatures, from state and federal 
litigation against discriminatory I.Q. testing and placement procedures, 
and from the reduction of local and federal funding for special education 
programs (Krienburg and Chow, 1973). "Parents, educators, and federal 
officials are bemoaning the inadequacy of provisions for exceptional 
children in the schools ..." (Jones and MacMillan, 1974). The desire 
for change is founded on a collection of assumptions about academic 
and social growth of handicapped children, discriminatory testing 
procedures, and the "right to education" for all children. 
An analysis of the current status of the implementation of 
P.L. 94-142 and the implementation of special education programs 
requires some knowledge of what special education is and for whcm it is 
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intended. Special education for the purpose of this study is instruc¬ 
tion, aids, and services for handicapped children as defined by the 
Education for All Handicapped Children Act of 1975. Handicapped 
children are defined as mentally retarded, hard of hearing, visually 
handicapped, seriously emotionally disturbed, or children with specific 
learning disabilities, who by reason thereof, require special education 
and related services. The terms handicapped children and exceptional 
children may be used interchangeably. The way most authors in the field 
of special education have chosen to define exceptional children can be 
illustrated by the following three definitions. 
An exceptional child is a child who deviates from the average or 
normal child (1) in mental characteristics, (2) in sensory abilities, 
(3) in neuromuscular or physical characteristics, (4) in social or 
emotional behavior, (5) in ccarmunication abilities, or (6) in multiple 
handicaps to such an extent that he requires a modification of school 
practices, or special educational services, in order to develop to his 
maximum capacity. 
An exceptional pupil is so labeled only for that segment of his 
school career (1) when his deviating physical, or behavioral charac¬ 
teristics are of such a nature as to manifest a significant learning 
asset or disability for special education purposes; and, therefore, 
(2) when, through trial provisions, it has been determined that he can 
make greater all around adjustment and scholastic progress with direct 
or indirect special education services than he could with only typical 
regular school program (Dunn, 1973). 
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The exceptional child shall be considered to be one whose educa¬ 
tion requirements are so different from the average or normal child, 
that he cannot be effectively educated without the provision of 
special educational programs, services, facilities, or materials 
(Gearheart,1972). The school, as an institution, is in the business 
of training children to live in the real world and to make a good life. 
As early as the mid 1960's some professionals in special education 
were beginning to question the appropriateness of traditional educa¬ 
tional provisions and procedures for the exceptional student. 
Considerable consternation among delegates to the 47th Annual 
Council for Exceptional Children (CEC) Convention resulted from the 
activity of a vocal splinter group who publicly declared that spe¬ 
cial education, as it was practiced, was in fact detrimental to the 
children it was supposed to help. 
John L Johnson later was to charge: 
Special education is part of the arrangement for cooling out 
students. It has helped to erect a parallel system which permits 
relief of institutional guilt and humiliation stemming from the 
failure to achieve competence and effectiveness in the task given 
to it by society. Special education is helping the regular school 
maintain its spoiled identity when it creates special programs 
(whether psyco-dynamic or behavioral-modification) for the 
"disruptive child" and the "slow learner", many of whom, for some 
strange reason, happen to be Black and poor and live in the inner 
. city (Johnson, 1969). 
Children's rights cannot be secured until some particular institution 
has recognized them and assummed responsibility for enforcing them. 
In the past, adult institutions have not perfromed this function, part¬ 
ly because it was thought children had few rights to secure. Unfortun¬ 
ately, the institutions designed specifically for children have failed 
to accomplish this aim, becuase they were established to safeguard 
12 
interests, not to enforce rights, on the assumption that the former 
could be done without the latter. Having worked in the field of public 
education in urban areas, as an educator providing direct services to 
students and to teachers and administrators in consultative and super¬ 
visory capacities, this researcher is familiar with the varied and 
numerous issues that are of concern in the area of special education. 
There are gaps and weaknesses that serve as built-in rmpediments to 
progress toward full service to the handicapped. Even in instances 
(primarily the large cities) where special education services are 
made available under legal auspices of the local public schools, the 
assumptions regarding placement, curriculum, and instructional methods, 
tend to promote a separate, parallel organizational structure for the 
special schools, classes, and personnel provided. 
The turning point of 1970 marks, to a considerable degree, the 
rapid upsurge in major legislative changes. While most every state 
legislature had periodically added and modified existing statutes with 
some degree of regularity during the 1940's, 1950's, and 1960's, the 
focus of that period's legislation tended to be on an incremental 
expansion and addition to services, and the development of standards 
for the delivery of guality instruction to the handicapped. 
However, strongly worded mandates for comprehensive service for 
all conditions and degrees of handicaps were rare. 
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The Handicapped Children's Education Project, a federally funded 
activity of the Education Commission of the States, has maintained 
a monitoring system on new legislation introduced and passed in the 
ststes. In recording and analyzing this legislative history, the 
project staff classified the basic data according to seven types of 
issue content: 
1. rights to an education 
2. mandatory legislation for the handicapped 
3. statewide planning and advisory councils 
4. state responsibility and advocacy 
5. minimum and maximum age ranges 
6. manpower preparation 
7. finance and funding patterns 
Legislation regarding rights to education was passed in 1972 
in the states of Arkansas, Idaho, Maine, New Mexico, and Oregon. In 
the same year, ten states (Colorado, Idaho, Maryland, Massachusetts, 
Michigan, New Mexico, South Carolina, South Dakota, Tennessee, and 
Virginia) enacted new or amended bills concerned with mandatory prov¬ 
isions. By the close of 1975 legislative sessions, forty-six states 
had some form of mandtory legislation (HACHE,1975). 
As Abeson points out, "whereas almost all states now have some 
type of mandatory legislation for at least a portion of their handi¬ 
capped population, exemption provisions and such loopholes prevent 
the realization of full service" (Abeson, 1974). 
The concept of advocacy as a vital element securing optimal 
service and improving the status of populations with special needs has 
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been promoted from both external and internal sources. According to 
one point of view, that is represented by Wolfensberger, (1972), advo¬ 
cacy depends on the actions of persons who are outside the system and 
not encumbered by job security concerns and organizational loyalties. 
In discussing the many aspects of advocacy, Bicklen, (1976) 
elaborates on the necessity of separating the monitor from the moni¬ 
tored, maintaining that it is impossible for an employee of an organ¬ 
ization to truly advocate for the individuals who are part of the or¬ 
ganization's client system. However, he points out that others claim 
that the head of the organization is the ultimate advocate for the 
clients. In discussing the role of the state education agency (SEA) 
in serving handicapped pipils. New York (1973) placed the responsi¬ 
bility on the Commissioner of Education to be the advocate and guaran- 
teer of service for all children in the state. 
The National Association for Retarded Citizens (NARC) and the 
Council for Exceptional Children (CEC) are two organizations that 
have been in the forefront in advocating the rights of the handi¬ 
capped and have been instrumental in bringing pressure to bear in 
bringing P.L. 94-142 to fruition. NARC is primarily an organization 
of people, usually parents and family, with a personal interest in 
retarded persons. Its mission is to provide information, monitor 
the quality of service given to the retarded, and serve as advocate 
for the rights and interests of retarded children and adults. 
NARC was organized in September, 1950, for organizations of parents 
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and families of retarded individuals. Delegates from 23 organizations 
13 states were present at the NARC organizational meeting in 1950. 
By 1960, there were 681 state and local chapters and 62,000 members. 
In 1975, NARC boasted a membership of 218,000 and 1,700 state and 
local chapters. 
The Council for Exceptional Children (CEC) represents mainly 
special education professionals whose concern is for all children with 
special needs and whose purpose is to improve educational services to 
"exceptional" children and youth, whether gifted or handicapped. 
CEC was founded in 1922 by some faculty and students at Teachers College, 
Columbia University, in New York. While its early growth was slow, 
membership in the council has grown from 6,000 members in 1950, to 
approximately 70,000. CEC is heavily involved in advocating the rights 
of handicapped children and has been in the forefront of the movement 
to obtain the rights on the federal and state levels. Most of the 
several million handicapped children in the nation are surrounded 
by family, teachers, and friends who are concerned about obtaining 
the optimum benefits from society for them. 
It was recognizes by the Council for Exceptional Children that 
in order to provide and maintain the environmental conditions in public 
schools that would be most conducive to the growth and learning of 
children with special needs, it would be necessary to develop and 
implement— where reguired— new special education administrative and 
organizational patterns.. In recognition of that fact, the 1973 CEC 
Delegate Assembly approved the "Organization and Administration of 
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Special Education" policy statement summarized below: 
1. The right to equal educational opportunity implies the 
obligation of the appropriate governmental units to provide 
free public education for all children. 
2. The system of organization and administration developed for 
special education should be linked with regular education. 
3. Special education programs should be joined with other child 
and family assistance programs of the ccarmunity in order to 
provide exceptional children and their families with all needed 
services on a fully coordinated, effective, and efficient basis. 
4. Responsibility for administering the special education program 
should be clearly defined so that accountability for service 
effectiveness can be maintained. 
5. Every school system should contain a visible central adminis¬ 
trative unit for special education programs and services 
which is at the same administrative hierarchial level as other 
major instructional programs. 
6. Financial support for special education should be a separate and 
identified component of each school system's budget. 
7. Effective operation of special education programs and services 
requires employment of personnel who possess the skills, 
understanding, and experience necessary to deal effectively 
with the problems of exceptional children. 
8. Special Education requires a broad base of participation and 
support from the community as well as from the educational 
system (Exceptional Children, 1973) 
The responsibility for providing services to handicapped children 
and youth is shared by two major agencies in the D.C. Government. The 
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS) is responsible for providing 
education and the Department of Human Resources (DHR) is responsible for 
providing medical and therapeutic services. The DCPS is administered by 
the Superintendent of Schools, who reports directly to the Board of 
Education. The Superintendent has named a Division of Special Education 
within its agency to be directly responsible for providing education and 
services that every handicapped child may require. In the DCPS, it is 
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the Division of Special Education which is responsible for the operation 
of special education programs and services within the District of 
Columbia Public Schools and for the general supervision of all special 
education programs and services throughout the city (public and non¬ 
public) . 
The Division of Special Education has six branches which carry out 
its responsibilities: (1) Monitoring and Evaluation, (2) Placement and 
Child Find, (3) Program Operations and Management, (4) State Learning 
Resources, (5) Program Development and Planning, and (6) Program Super¬ 
vision. This Division is responsible for overall planning and super¬ 
vision of program implementation and staff development for special 
education services. The Division also assumes responsibilities of the 
"State Office" for Special Education and has major responsibility 
for implementing the rules of the Board of Education, Federal regula¬ 
tions, and court orders relating to special education. 
The D.C. Public Schools is considered an SEA/LEA Unit. There are 
no individual LEA's. The SEA/LEA pays the total costs for children's 
special education programs in state facilities. The mandatory age 
range for serving handicapped children in the District of Columbia 
is 7-16 and for permissive, the age ranges are 3-6 and 17-21 (Program 
Adminstrative Review, December, 1982). 
Purpose of the Study 
The objective of the study was to dtermine if the status of the 
special education policies, procedures, and practices of the District 
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of Columbia Public Schools changed to comply with the mandates of 
P.L. 94-142. 
Based on the purpose of the study and directly related to 
the major research problem, the researcher formulated the 
following questions: 
1. Has coordination between public schools and public 
agencies increased since the enactment of P.L. 94-142? 
2. Have there been administrative and organizational 
changes in special education programs? 
3. How is special education administered? 
4. What is the level of training of personnel hired to 
staff special education programs? 
5. Has community participation in special education increased? 
6. Has there been integration of special education programs 
and services into regular education? 
Significance of the Study 
The researcher anticipates that the study will provide in¬ 
formation which will assist the District of Columbia State 
Department of Education personnel, public school administrators, 
and others, to determine to what degree, if any, the special 
education administrative organizational structures of the 
District of Columbia changes after the implementation of the Law. 
Secondly, he anticipates that data gained as a result of this 
study will be available to and provided for individuals and 
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agencies as an empirical data base for purposes of evaluation 
and planning of organizations and children they serve. 
Third, the study will provide information relative to com¬ 
pliance and non-compliance issues in the administration of 
Special Education in the District of Colubmia as mandated by 
P.L. 94-142 and the U.S. Office of Education. 
Finally, the researcher anticipates that the study will 
provide data to (a) State Education Agency staff members, (b) 
Local Education Agency administrators, (c) State Operated and 
Supported Program administrators (institutions and other re¬ 
cipients of P.L. 89-313 funds), (d) parent group members, and 
(e) State Advisory Panel members, and will be useful and valuable 
to the District of Columbia Public School's Division of Special 
Education and others, and assist in the determination of the 
degree to which state policies, procedures, and practices are 
consistent with Federal statutes, regulations, and the District 
of Columbia's State Plan. 
Limitations of the Study 
The scope of the study was limited to the District of 
Columbia Public Schools. The questions concerned changes in 
the administration and organization of special education. Thus, 
the conclusions drawn from this particular study may not be 
automatically applicable to other cities. 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 
After conducting a comprehensive review of the literature regarding 
the historical compliance posture of the DCPS in its efforts to implement 
P.L. 94-142, the researcher found that the special education policies, 
procedures, and practices of administrative and organizational struct¬ 
ures of the DCPS changed to accommodate and comply with the federal 
legislation. Based upon the purpose of the study and directly related 
to the major research problem, he answered several questions. He also 
found that the Program Administrative Review, which represents the 
results of initial screening of District of Columbia state plans and is 
prepared by the Division of Assistance to States (DAS) , was an incipient 
analysis of the State's/District of Columbia's policies and programmatic 
history with regard to the implementation and administration of P.L. 
940142 and P.L. 89-313. 
The purpose of this document is to convey the information that DAS 
currently had on file regarding the State's implementation and adminis¬ 
tration of requirements for which it is responsible under the Acts. 
After reviewing this document, DAS requests that the State verify the 
accuracy of the description which it contains and provide information 
which would explain discrepancies identified during the initial analysis. 
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The document serves as an initial step in the process of clarifying 
expectations and information. The culmination of this effort is the 
development of a comprehensive State Profile which will serve as the ba¬ 
sis for appropriate monitoring and technical assistance efforts by DAS. 
States are also encouraged to provide input regarding exemplary practices 
and procedures which are in place so that these can likewise be high¬ 
lighted in the completed State Profile. 
Under Section 612 of the Act, in order to qualify for assistance 
under Part B, the State must develop a plan pursuant to Section 613 (b) , 
in effect prior to the date of the enactment of the EHA, which will be 
amended so as to set forth in detail the policies and procedures which 
the State will undertake has undertaken in order to assure that: (1) The 
amendment to the Plan submitted by the State shall be available to 
parents, guardian and other members of the general public at least 
thirty days prior to the date of submission of the amendment to the 
Secretary; (2) In carrying out the Federal requirements, procedures 
are established for consultation with individuals involved in or con¬ 
cerned with the education of handicapped children, including handicapped 
individuals and parents or guardians of handicapped children; and 
(3) There are public hearings, adequate notice of such hearings, and an 
opportunity for comment available to the general public prior to 
adoption of the policies, programs, and procedures required (PAR, 1982). 
In reviewing the Plan Approval History of the DCPS, the researcher 
found that there were no major issues identified for this requirement 
in SEP's review of FY 1979, FY 1980, and FY's 1981-83 State Plans. 
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Conversely, issues and concerns raised by the District of Columbia 
Federation Number 524, presented testimony to the State Advisory Commit¬ 
tee on Special Education, comments and concerns regarding the "unmet 
Educational Needs of Handicapped Children and Youth in the District of 
Columbia". The Federation recognized and commended the State Office of 
Special Education and the Regional staffs for their efforts toward im¬ 
proving the education of the handicapped in the D.C. Public Schools. 
However, the District of Columbia Federation of the Council for 
Exceptional Children, directed attention of the State Advisory Committee 
on Special Education Needs to the numerous needs of handicapped chil¬ 
dren for which no adequate provision has as yet been made. Among 
those needs were the following: 
1. Sufficient specially trained personnel to diagnose and assess 
the learning needs of severely emotionally disturbed, learning 
disabled, and profoundly retarded students. 
2. Special assessment materials needed to perform quality eval¬ 
uations. Assessment staff have frequently had to purchase 
their own materials in order to have any with which to eval¬ 
uate referred children. 
3. Counselors and social workers who are specially trained to 
work with handicapped students and their parents. 
4. Adequate prevocational and vocational training programs, in¬ 
cluding vocational education, which prepare handicapped students 
for gainful employment at whatever their maximum capabilities 
happen to be. 
5. Quality therapeutic centers for the seriously emotionally 
disturbed students in order to bring them back from out-of- 
state facilities which require exorbitant tuition fees. 
6. Occupational and physical therapy services for identified 
students in regional special education programs. 
Adequate staff to assist in the identification process in 
order to eliminate the current backlog of services and to 
prevent future ones. 
7. 
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8. Availability of increased speech therapy services to allow for 
a minimum of three thirty minute therapy sessions per student 
per week. 
9. Funds for capital improvements in order to make the Academic 
High School and other facilities which have special programs 
barrier free and accessible for the gifted/talented disabled 
students. 
10. Personalized supervision for all special education teachers; 
Currently, there are no supervisors for special education 
teachers using any method. 
11. Computerization of records and IEP's of handicapped students 
as is being done in many other states, and especially where 
there have been legal suits on behalf of the handicapped. 
12. More integration of physically handicapped students in the 
least restrictive environments of their neighborhood schools. 
13. A Comprehensive System of Personnel Development as mandated 
by the Federal government and which, as a minimum, includes 
the following: 
a. A planning committee, involving university staff, parents, 
and public and private professionals, which has as its 
responsibility the planning of needed training programs 
which will adequately prepare sufficient staff to meet the 
academic, vocational, and social/emotional educational 
needs of all handicapped students in the District of 
Columbia. 
b. A staff development program designed to enable regular 
education administrators, teachers, and support staff 
to sensitively facilitate programming in the least re¬ 
strictive environment for handicapped students. 
c. A policy establishing release time for teachers to receive 
in-service training designed to improve their teaching 
of handicapped students. Such in-service should include, 
but not be limited to, specialized learning materials for 
facilitationg the learning environment of handicapped 
students, specialized techniques for handling special 
problems of handicapped students, and specialized ways of 
assisting handicapped students to succeed in their least 
restrictive environments. 
d. Specialized training for teachers and support staff, as 
well as administrators, for helping them select the least 
restrictive environment for each individual student. 
(Testimony to the State Advisory Conmittee on Special 
Education Needs, June, 1982). 24 
Richard Weatherly in 1979, in a study of special education policy 
information from state to street level, published his research and 
analysis of Chapter 766. The Massachusetts Comprehensive Special 
Education Law known as Chapter 766, became effective in 1974, several 
years prior to the implementation of P.L. 94-142. The track record of 
Chapter 766, including its achievements and obstacles, can indicate the 
future needs of the National Education for All Handicapped Children Act, 
while dictating present alterations. 
A published research and analysis of Chapter 766 indicated that 
insufficient funds are the essential roadblock for the law's implementa- 
ton and that personal and community wealth can determine the distribu¬ 
tion of funds. This paper, too, demonstrated the power of organized 
parent and advocacy groups. These groups were predominantly composed 
of middle-class professionals, and their local memberships. 
The teachers and educational specialists, while striving to carry 
out impossible requirements given chronically insufficient resources, 
invoked solutions that tended to undermine the individualizing thrust 
of the law, reduced the mandated role of parents, restricted services and 
frustrated attempts to bring handicapped students into the educational 
mainstream. The teachers and administrators were themselves victimized 
by laws requiring work that, because of insufficient resources, they 
could not hope to accomplish. They found themselves caught between de¬ 
mands from parents for services and from administrators to conserve 
resources. Regular and special class teachers and educational special¬ 
ists became pitted against one another in struggles over status and over 
control of resources and of the work environment. They suffered guilt 
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at their inability to serve their clientele properly and were often 
blamed collectively for the failure of their organizations to accomplish 
mandated objectives (Weatherly, 1979). 
Following, in 1980, Weber and Rockoff did another study. Sixty 
Ohio local educational agencies (LEA's) completed a survey examining 
their level of compliance with federal laws, P.L. 93-380 and P.L. 94-142. 
LEA superintendents or their designees completed an open-ended question¬ 
naire, and were assessed in terms of compliance, based on a 7-point 
rating scale. The scale ranged from 1 (nonadaptation) to 7 (maximal 
adaptation). That researcher used fourteen demographic variables de¬ 
picting each LEA to determine their relationship with the adaptation 
stance. He found two demographic variables to be significantly related 
to the overall compliance posture assumed by LEA's. The average educa¬ 
tional level of special educators employed by an LEA and the total number 
of school-age children enrolled in the LEA were positively related to 
the LEA' s adaptation posture. ‘ These findings were discussed with 
reference to policy decisions determined at the state level. 
Overall, it was found that the single best predictor among the 14 
demographic variables was the average educational level of special 
educators. Not only was this variable significantly related to the 
overall adaptation posture assumed by the LEA, but it was also sig- 
ificantly related to the LEA's development of training programs and the 
proportion of IEP's (Individual Education Plans) performed. 
A possible interpretation for these findings would be that 
special educators with more advanced educational training have assumed 
a leadership role in ensuring their LEA's compliance. These individ- 
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uals, as it was reported in the discussion of this research study, 
might be more professionally attuned to the underlying rationale 
and specific components inherent in the legislative acts. Conse¬ 
quently, these individuals may have been more willing to assume a 
monitoring role to ensure maximum compliance by the LEA's. 
Although this survey emanated from Ohio, these findings, accord¬ 
ing to the author, have generalizability to other states. The financial 
contingencies instituted by the federal government apply equally to 
all states. The funding dilemma of this small LEA is serious when it 
is estimated that nearly 76% of the LEA's in the United States have 
total pupil enrollments under 2,500 (National Center for Educational 
Statistics, 1976 b) It would seem apparent that SEA's will have to 
reconsider the organizational structures if all LEA's are to be in 
full compliance with P.L. 94-142 (Weber and Rockoff, 1980). 
Finally, in 1981, John Polifka conducted an on site evaluation of 
special education services in Area Education Agency 4 (AEA 4) in the 
spring of 1979. Part of the evaluation consisted of a survey inves¬ 
tigating the relationship between selected rule compliance and parent 
satisfaction. 
More specifically, a questionnaire was sent to 80 parents of 
handicapped children. The parents of children enrolled in special 
education instructional programs were asked to respond to questions 
relating to procedural safeguards and satisfaction with special 
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education programs and services. 
A review of literature revealed little research relating compliance 
with the law to parent satisfaction. Responses were obtained from 258 
parents (a response rate of 39.14%), in the present sample while they 
were obtained from 33 parents (response rate of 41.3%) in the sample. 
The majority of parents who responded to questions viewed professionals 
as being in compliance with procedural safeguards. A sizable number of 
parents indicated that they had not been asked to help prepare an 
individualized education program (IEP) for their child; however, the 
majority of them indicated that they had. 
The results of this study support conclusions of related research 
that parents should be more involved in educational programming for 
their children. The sample selected for the present study consisted 
of parents frcm rural Iowa. The author suggests that research should 
be conducted using samples with different demographic and socio-economic 
characteristics to either confirm or refute the generalizability of 
the results of this study (Polifka, 1981). 
Because of the dearth of information relative to corrpliance with 
P.L.94-142, the significance of the problems and possible implications 
as mentioned, appear to lend support to and justify the need for the 
undertaking of this study. 
Background and Policy Analysis 
There were an estimated 8 million handicapped children under the 
age of 21 in the United States. In addition, the researcher noted that 
Federal legislators felt that "handicap" needed further clarity. As de- 
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fined under Federal legislation, handicapped children include the mental¬ 
ly retarded, hard of hearing, deaf, speech impaired, visually handicap¬ 
ped, seriously emotionally disturbed, orthopedically and other health 
impaired, and children with specific learning disabilities. Of those 
8 million handicapped children, approximately four million are being 
served during the current school year, by state and local special educa¬ 
tion programs that qualify for Federal assistance. 
Within the past 10 years, court decisions affecting various states 
have emphasized the right of all handicapped children to receive special 
education services. At the national level, the Education for All Handi¬ 
capped Children Act of 1975, P.L. 94-142, required that all handicapped 
children aged 3-18 receive a "free appropriate public education" by 
September 1, 1978 with special educational services extended to all 
handicapped children aged 3-21 by September 1, 1980. 
As States and local school districts have worked to comply with 
both their own legislative and judicial mandates and the requirements 
of P.L. 94-142, a number of concerns emerged: 
. What is the estimated total cost of providing free appropriate 
education for all handicapped persons aged 3-21? 
. What is the precise legislative intent of P.L. 94-142 and 
what have been its actual effects thus far? 
. What is the level of additional State and local revenue necessary 
for all handicapped children and how will such additional 
revenues be raised? 
. What is the level of Federal funding commitment for P.L. 94-142 
and other special education legislation? 
. What is the best way to implement the various requirements of 
P.L. 94-142? 
. What is the best way to educate all handicapped children within 
29 
each State in order to achieve both State and Federal education 
objectives? 
These concerns were examined under four issues: (1) costs and responsi¬ 
bility for educating all handicapped children identified and served; 
(2) the level of Federal Funding; (3) handicapped children identified and 
served; and (4) implementation of P.L. 94-142 requirements. 
After enactment of this legislation, additional concerns emerged: 
. Emphasis on a "least restrictive environment" in providing 
educational services to the handicapped; 
. Adequacy of teacher preparation for educating all handicapped 
children in a least restrictive setting; 
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. Development and significance od the individualized education 
program required for each handicapped child; 
. State administrative accountability and potential problems with 
the due process procedures under P.L. 94-142; 
. Precise determination of the number of children with "specific 
learning disabilities" entitled under the Part B — State grant 
program; 
. Problems in the provision of related services. 
In hearings prior to the enactment of P.L. 94-142, a survey of the 
states indicated that 40% felt that a free appropriate public education 
could be provided within 2 years of enactment of such a requirement, 
41% indicated that the goal could be achieved only at a later date, 
and 19% were not sure of any compliance date. In discussing the 
September 1, 1978 requirement, the House report accompanying P.L. 94-142 
noted that the states "...ought to be given a reasonable —but not leng¬ 
thy— time period in which to reach full service!" (H. Rept. 94-322). 
During 1977 oversight hearings on P.L. 94-142 before the House 
Select Education Subcommittee, USOE Commissioner Ernest L. Boyer stated 
that in his opinion, States were implementing adequate plans leading to 
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A free appropriate public education for each handicapped child. During 
these same house hearings, however, Dr. Robert D. Benton, speaking on 
behalf of the Iowa Department of Public Instruction and National Gover¬ 
nors' Association, questioned whether most States could certify that all 
handicapped children should not have access to a free, appropriate public 
education by September 1, 1978, not because the States were unwilling to 
ccmply, but because "...the real fact is that a state does not go fron 
a point of 30 percent to 100 percent overnight". If a state failed to 
meet either the Septemher 1, 1978, or September 1, 1980, full service 
deadlines, it could have lost all of its Part B — State grant funding. 
As of the deadline dates. Department of Education officials continued to 
work with the States to meet these "full ccmpliance" requirements (Con¬ 
gressional Research Service Issue Brief #1B78040, 1982). 
Evaluations 
Evaluations of the state grant (Part B) program, have focused on 
the ability of State and local educational agencies to implement the new, 
extensive revisions made to this program in 1975 by P.L. 94-142. Suc¬ 
cess of the program has been measured more in terms of hew State and 
local agencies have accommodated the Federal legislative changes than 
how Federal program requirements have either raised the academic achieve¬ 
ment of or enhanced equal educational opportunities for handicapped 
school-aged children. Two recent evaluations of the program are dis¬ 
cussed belcw: 
1. General Accounting Office: Disparities Still Exist in Who Gets 
Special Education, September, 1981, 130 p.. 
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In this report, the General Accounting Office (GAO) analyzed 15 
evaluation studies and two data bases to determine if the goal 
of providing special education to handicapped children, as de¬ 
fined in the Federal legislation, was being met. This study 
found that while more children received special education than 
ever before, access for seme State, handicap, race, sex, all 
can determine whether and hew well the child is served by 
special education. The report concludes that while not all 
children have equal access to special education, the primary 
congressional objective — that those most in need of services 
would receive them — has largely been accomplished. The 
report also concluded that racial and ethnic minorities are 
"over-represented" (in comparison with their proportion of the 
overall youth population) in seme disability categories: blacks 
in educable mentally retarded, American Indians in learning 
disabled, and Asian Americans in speech impaired. Males of 
all races are "over-represented" in all categories particular¬ 
ly in the learning disabled category. 
Other findings of the GAO report are that seme children are 
excluded from special education because not enough programs 
are available, and that the resources of, a school district 
affect access to special education. Further, the report 
concluded that local school districts have had to limit their 
programs because of a shortage of funds. The report also noted 
that there is a lack of consistency between children defined 
as eligible for special education by P.L. 94-142 and State 
policies currently in effect. 
2. Education Turnkey Systems, Inc.: P.L. 94-142 — A Study of the 
Implementation and Inpact at the State Level, Fall, 1981. 
This study found that the provision of "related services" as 
mandated under P.L. 94-142 (these are services supplemented 
for educational services which help a child benefit from 
special education, such as transportation, developmental, 
corrective, or other support services) is becoming a relative¬ 
ly "uncontrollable" expenditure for States and localities. 
For example, the study found that a full quarter of one State's 
school transportation budget is sp)ent on handicapped children 
who make up only 3% of the total school population. 
The study also reports that "turf" battles have developed 
between State education agencies and other State agencies 
over who should ultimately take responsibility for providing 
other than educational services to handicapped children. 
Seme State non-educational agencies were receiving more than 
enough, P.L. 94-142 funds to take responsibility for these 
services. 
Consistent with it's responsibility to administer the State grant 
programs authorized under the Education for the Handicapped Act, Part B 
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(as amended by P.L. 94-142) and the Elementary and Secondary Act— 
Title I (as amended by P.L. 89-313) , the Division of Assistance to 
states, the Bureau of Education for the Handicapped (BEH), conducted 
Program Administrative Reviews on an ongoing basis. The major purpose 
of these on-site activities was to make a determination of the degree 
to which State policies, procedures, and practices are consistent with 
Federal statutes, regulations, and each State's Program Plan. 
BEH attempted to conduct reviews of this in at least one-half of 
States each year. Such a review was conducted in the District of 
Columbia during the week of February 27-March 3, 1978. BEH obtained 
information from (a) State Education Agency staff members: (b) Local 
Education Agency Administrators; (c) State Operated or State Supported 
Program Administrators (institutions and other recipients of P.L. 89- 
313 funds); and (d) State Advisory Panel members. Approximately four 
days were spent in the various agencies reviewing policies, procedures, 
and practices. The fifth day was devoted to discussion with State Edu¬ 
cation Agency staff members to verify and clarify findings and begin 
dialogue concerning possible corrective actions and/or recommendations 
(where warranted) . An exit conference was conducted with the chief 
State School Officer for the purpose of reviewing the week's activi¬ 
ties and 'articulating preliminary findings and results. 
Of them, twenty-nine (29) areas were reviewed and discussed in the 
findings of this on-site review. Comparatively, in 1980, the Program Ad¬ 
ministrative Review found that as a result of the information collected, 
the Office of Special Education (OSE) formerly the Bureau of Education 
p 
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for the Handicapped (BEH) before and during their site visits, the 
District of Columbia Public Schools were not in compliance with the 
following requirements of P.L. 94-142: 
1. Child Identification and Location 
2. Protection in Evaluation Procedures 
3. Least Restrictive Environment 
4. Right to Education 
5. Participation of Private School Children 
6. Procedural Safeguards 
7. General Supervision by LEA 
8. State Advisory Panel 
9. Ccmplaint Resolution Procedures 
Prior to the on-site visit, consultations and meetings were held 
with SEA officials and representatives from the following organizations: 
D.C. Federation of Teachers, For Love of Children, D.C. Association for 
Retarded Citizens, Georgetown Child Development Center, Information 
Center for Handicapped Individuals, Parents of Kennedy Institute, 
Georgetcwn Spina BiFida Service, Epilepsy Foundation, Mental Health Law 
project, Friendship House Association, D.C. Association for Children 
with Learning Disabilities, Georgetown Law Disabilities Clinic, Public 
Defender Services, and the Catholic Archdiocese. 
Site visits were made to twenty-three (23) locations including 
regional offices, public school. Department of Human Services facilities 
and State Operated Programs. 
In the summary of the 1980 Program Administrative Review issued 
for the District of Columbia Public School, Dr. Jerry Vlasak, Chief, 
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Administrative Review Section, Division of Assistance to States of the 
Office of Special Education OSE), wrote: 
A review of the District of Columbia Public School's program for 
the handicapped children and youth was conducted by the Office 
of Special Education during the week of April 14-18, 1980. Nine 
(9) areas of the program were identified as being substantially 
out of compliance. Corrective actions required to bring the 
program into compliance are described. These corrective actions 
include specific timelines and reporting requirements to be met 
by the District of Columbia Public Schools. As you are aware, 
these corrective actions and timelines must be met by your 
agency to avoid the initiation of administrative and/or judicial 
enforcement procedures by the Office of Special Education, United 
States Education Department (August 7, 1980). 
Additionally, in an attachment that discussed Specific Program Findings 
in Regional, State Operated, and Department of Human Services schools 
and facilities, found problems related to full compliance requirements 
in the areas of (1) Child Identification, Location, and Evaluation; 
(2) Protection in Evaluation Procedures; (3) Right to Education; 
(4) Procedural Safeguards; (5) Least Restrictive Environment; and 
(6) Individual Education Programs. 
It is the opinion of this researcher that there was clearly a need 
for a comprehensive study of these issues as they relate to the purposes 
of the study. 
Public policy determines the degree to which minorities (in this 
case the handicapped) will be treated inequitably by the controlling 
majority. There is no doubt that the handicapped have been and con¬ 
tinue to be treated as a powerless minority. 
With minor exceptions, mankind's attitude towards its handicapped 
population can be characterized by overwhelming prejudice. The 
handicapped are systematically isolated from the mainstream of 
society. Frcm ancient to modem times, the physically, mentally, 
or emotionally disabled have been viewed by the majority as dan¬ 
gers to be destroyed, or burdens to be confined.... Treatment 
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resulting from a tradition of isolation has been invariably unequal 
and has operated to prejudice the interests of the handicapped as 
a minority (Weintraub and Abeson, 1974). 
Although many people still believe that America's public schools 
are the great equalizers for America's diversity, this has not been true 
for handicapped children; for the most part they have been blocked from 
entering the schoolhouse door. 
The legality of denying a public education to handicapped children 
by exclusion, postponement, or any other means is increasingly being 
challenged. The basis for this challenge canes from the equal protec¬ 
tion clause of the Fourteenth Amendment to the U.S. Constitution, which 
guarantees to all the people, equal protection of the laws. Basically, 
this means that what is done to seme people must be done to all people 
on equal terms. Thus a state may not set up separate systems and 
procedures for dealing with different groups of people unless a compel¬ 
ling cause for such differential treatment can be demonstrated. 
In the 1960' s American education moved into the compensatory peri¬ 
od. To paraphrase James Coleman, we said to those in the race who could 
not run, "We'll give you crutches, we'll give you remedial reading, 
we'll help you run the race" (Coleman, 1968). Thus the concept was 
changed to require equal access to differing resources for equal 
objectives, with everybody still coming out the same in the end. To¬ 
day, the meaning of equal educational opportunity has changed once a- 
gain. Now, principally because of Federal Court activities already 
concluded in Pennsylvania, the District of Columbia, and Louisiana, 
and pending in over 35 suits throughout the country, the new meaning 
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is " equal acess to differing resources for differing objectives" 
(Weintraub and Abeson, 1972) . In the right-to-education movement, 
a beachhead was acheieved in the summer of 1971 when the state of 
‘ Pennsylvania entered into a court-approved consent agreement with the 
plaintiff, the Pennsylvania Association of Retarded Citizens (PARC) 
and 13 mentally retarded children of school age, who were presenting 
themselves and the class of all other retarded children of school age 
in the state (E.D. Pa., 1971) . The suit had been brought in January, 
1971 against the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania for the state's failure 
to provide acess to a free public education for all retarded children. 
The defendants included the state secretaries of education and public 
welfare, the State Board of Education, and 13 named school districts, 
representing the class of all Pennsylvania's school districts. 
The suit, heard by a three-judge panel in the Eastern Pennsylvania U.S. 
District Court, specifically questioned public policy as expressed in 
the law, and policies and practices which excluded, postponed or de¬ 
nied free acess to public education opportunities to school-age 
mentally retardrd children who could benefit from such education. 
The order provided that the state could not apply any law which would 
postpone, terminate, or deny mentally retarded children acess to a 
publicly supported education, including a public school program, 
tuition or tuition maintenance, and homebound instruction. 
By October, 1971, the plaintiff children were to have been re¬ 
evaluated and placed in programs and by September, 1972, all retard¬ 
ed children between the ages of 6 and 21 were to be provided a public¬ 
ly supported education. 
37 
In Mills v. Board of Education, the parents and guardians of seven 
District of Columbia children brought a class action suit against the 
D.C. Board of Education, the Department of Human Resources, and the ma¬ 
yor for failure to provide all children with a publicly supported 
education. The plaintiff children ranged in age from 7 to 16 and were 
alleged by the public schools, to present the following types of 
problems leading to denial of their opportunity for an education: 
slight brain damage, hyperactive behavior, epilepsy, and mental retar¬ 
dation, and mental retardation with an orthopedic handicap. The his¬ 
tory of events involving the city and the attorneys for the plaintiffs, 
immediately prior to the filing of the suit, demonstrated the Board of 
Education's legal and moral responsibility to educate all excluded 
children; the board failed to do so. 
On December 20, 1971, the court issued a stipulated agreement and 
order that provided for th following: 
1. The named plaintiffs must be provided with a publicly 
supported education by January 3, 1972. 
2. By the same date, the defendants had to provide a list of 
every child of school age not receiving a publicly supported 
education. 
3. Also by January 3, 1972, the defendants were to initiate ef¬ 
forts to identify all other members of the class not previous¬ 
ly known. 
4. The plaintiffs and defendants were to consider the selection 
of a master to deal with special questions arising out of 
this order. 
The defendants failed to comply with the order, resulting in plaintiff's 
filing on January 21, 1972, a motion for summary judgement and a pro¬ 
posed judgement. 
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On August 1, 1972, U.S. District Judge Joseph Waddy issued such 
an order and decree providing: 
1. A declaration of the constitutional right of all children, 
regardless of any exceptional condition or handicap, to a 
publicly supported education. 
2. A declaration that the defendant's rules, policies, and 
practices which excluded children without a provision 
for adequate and immediate alternative educational services 
and the absence of prior hearing and review of placement 
procedures denied the plaintiffs and the class rights of due 
process and equal protection of the law. 
The defendants claimed in response that it would be impossible for then 
to afford the relief sought unless the Congress appropriated more 
funds or funds were diverted from other educational services for which 
they had been appropriated. The Court responded: 
The District of Columbia's interest in educating the excluded 
children clearly must outweigh its interest in preserving 
its financial resources. If sufficient funds are not available 
to finance all of the services and programs that are needed and 
desirable in the system, then the available funds must be ex¬ 
pended equitably in such a manner that no child is entirely 
excluded from a publicly supported education consistent with his 
needs and ability to benefit therefrcm. The inadequacies of the 
District of Columbia Public School System, whether occasioned by 
insufficient funding or administrative inefficiency, certainly 
cannot be permitted to bear more heavily on the "exceptional" 
or handicapped child than on the normal child ( A Comprehensive 
Plan for Special Education, DCPS, 1972) 
The decisions in PARC (1971) and Mills (1972), although of 
landmark importance, represent only the "tip of the iceberg", in the 
effort to assure through public policy, the equal treatment of handi¬ 
capped children by the majority interests in education. In addition 
to the equal protection efforts of the courts, attorneys general in 
New Mexico (1971), Arkansas (1973), and elsewhere; and legislatures in 
Tennessee (1972), Massachusetts (1972), Wisconsin (1973), and else¬ 
where and at least one carmissioner of education, Ewald E. Nyquist 
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of New York, (1973), have ordered public policy alteration regarding 
the public education of handicapped children (DCPS, 1972). 
In response to U.S. District Judge Joseph Waddy's order and decree, 
A Comprehensive Plan for Special Education was developed and published 
by the District of Columbia Public School System. As stated in its 
introduction, 
The Comprehensive Plan for Special Education (1972) in the 
Public Schools of the District of Columbia represents far more 
than just a statement of reform and renewal in the area of special 
education. The plan speaks to the fundamental right of every 
child to equal educational opportunity. This goes beyond the 
provision of special education and special educational services. 
A rationale is presented that seeks to provide a foundation for 
efforts by the school system to being into reality, the concept 
of equal educational opportunity. Thus, the anphasis is repeat¬ 
edly focused on the need for a systematic approach to the 
provision of instructional services as well as those critical 
non-instructional services without which formal instructional 
processes would be rendered with a new thrust. No longer can we 
justify the massive and sometimes arbitrary isolation frcm the 
regular educational setting of youngsters who may have major 
or minor intellectual handicaps or who are impeded in their 
growth and development by either permanent or temporary 
psychological, physical, or sociological factors. 
The new thrust presented here stresses continuity and appropri¬ 
ateness of educational programs in the determination as to 
whether or not the school system is meeting its responsibility 
in fulfilling each child1 s fundamental right to equality of 
educational opportunity. The school system is, in effect, 
committing itself to the premise that its function is to 
provide appropriate instructional experiences for all youngsters 
of school age in a manner that is consistent with their general 
and individual needs. 
Certain practices with regard to students who have been labeled 
as mentally or physically handicapped illustrate vividly the fact 
that the school system has ignored or failed to put into practice, 
a very basic principle; All Children are entitled to the best 
possible publicly supported education which is appropriately re¬ 
sponsive to their individual needs and which vigorously seeks to 
maximize the development of their innate potentialities. This 
plan seeks to offer a relevant philosophical foundation for our 
endeavors as educators and to present programmatic effort that 
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integrates special education into the system and brings into 
actuality the tenets of equal educational opportunity and due 
process. 
Whether the exhibited abilities of students are close to the norm or vary 
widely, they are entitled to the best possible publicly supported edu- 
. cation — an education that is appropriately responsive to individual 
needs that vigorously seeks to provide opportunities for each child to 
develop to his maximum potential. The Public Schools of the District of 
Columbia are committed to the policy that no child, because of physical, 
psychological, or sociological, or intellectual impediments, shall be 
e(3uality of educational opportunity. 
The various factors which may serve as inpediments to edur-at-ir^i 
progress — be they of a temporary or permanent nature or major or minor 
m severity — shall not be permitted to prevent a child from receiv¬ 
ing a publicly supported program of instruction designed to enhance to 
the fullest the development of his potentialities. The quality, quantity, 
and intensity of services and resources supplied by the school system 
should be provided to children according to their individual special needs. 
Legitimacy is only established in the provision of equal educational 
opportunity when it can be clearly demonstrated that each child is given 
every possible opportunity to develop his potentialities to the fullest. 
Anything less than this represents a denial of full access to equality 
of educational opportunity (Scott, 1972). 
Current Practice 
P.L. 94-142 left seme of the most crucial decisions, in addition to 
defining administrative requirements, concerning irrplementation of the posi- 
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tion up to school officials in the State Education Agency. The 
Regulations did not speak to such basic issues as the administrator's 
position level within the school district, (e.g. Did the administrator 
report directly to the superintendent of schools?) line, and staff 
relationships; salary range; work year (i.e. ten months? twelve months?); 
or many other administrative issues pertinent to the uniform implemen¬ 
tation of the law in all District of Columbia school programs. 
One of the most current and comprehensive studies of the implemen¬ 
tation and impact of the State level of P.L. 94-142 was done by the 
Education Turnkey System, Inc., in 1981. The study reported that 
after more than a half century of public school programs for exception¬ 
al children, there is still no single source of comprehensive infor¬ 
mation providing a rationale, structure, and process for the administra¬ 
tion of special education programs (Willenberg, 1964) . The Kohl and 
Marro (1971) study supported Willenberg's (1964) statement. The lack of 
comprehensive information carried over into practice in that there were 
a variety of methods of assigning the responsibility for administering 
public shool programs for individuals with special needs. 
The staff of the Virginia State Department of Education recognized 
the variety of special education administrative structures in their 
publication entitled: "Services for Exceptional Children: A Guide for 
Program Improvement", (1970), when they wrote: The responsibility 
for supervision of special education varies among school divisions. 
In seme instances, it is delegated to the director of instruction, 
a supervisor, or a visiting teacher" (p. 60) . They also recognized 
42 
the need for assigning responsibility for supervision of special education 
programs to a trained specialist in order to insure program services and 
effectiveness: 
Special Education programs operate more effectively when one person 
has the responsibility for the entire program. The person selected 
for this role should possess qualities of leadership and personal 
characteristics which enable him/her to work effectively in the 
education of exceptional children (p.60) 
In the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, the Comprehensive Secondary 
School Planning Project, a Federally funded project affiliated with the 
Division of Special Education of the Massachusetts Department of Special 
Education, set forth in its statement of need and justification (1977) 
for their program that. 
Upon close examination, the gaps and weaknesses were at the secondary 
level of public school programs for special needs children. The gaps 
and weaknesses were, 
1. insufficient administrative policies and procedures governing the 
secondary school implementation of special education; 
2. insufficient development of innovative programs for students of 
special needs at this level; 
3. insufficient,inapprpriately trained staff for the secondary level; 
4. insufficient and/or non-existent communication channels to dissem¬ 
inate innovative programs and practices from one scho-1 district 
to another; 
5. a lack of systemic teacher in-service course work to meet the needs 
of the students being integrated into public school settings; and 
6. the absence of effective planning, role identification and re¬ 
sponsibilities between LEA's and human service agencies (p. 11). 
As indicated in the Kohl and Marro (1971) study, and as unplied 
in the State of Virginia handbook (1970), the organizational position 
of the administrator of special education within the structure of the 
local school district was a major determining factor in both the 
effectiveness and quality of the school district's special education 
program. Kohl and Marro stated: 
His status, influence, and direct participation in policy and 
budget determination often reflect the state of the Special 
Education program. Of particular Importance is his relation¬ 
ship with the central administration and school board (p. 9). 
In this 1973 policy statement concerning the "Organization and 
Administration of Special Education", the Delegate Assembly of the 
Council for Exceptional Children was emphatic in its stand that the 
"responsibility for administering the special education program should 
be clearly defined so that accountability for service effectiveness 
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can be maintained" (p. 72) . They went on to say that the following 
functions should be assigned to the administrator of special education; 
1. Establishing and maintaining effective ways of identifying 
children with special needs. 
2. Assessing the special needs of children to determine what 
kinds of special programs and services should be provided 
for then. 
3. Planning and organizing an appropriate variety of inter¬ 
ventions or program alternatives for exceptional children. 
4. Marshalling the resources needed to conduct a comprehensive 
program of special education. 
5. Using direction, coordination, and consultation as required 
to guide the efforts of all those who are engaged in the spe¬ 
cial education enterprise. 
6. Conducting evaluation and research activities to reflect new 
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emphases and to incorporate new knowledge and constantly im¬ 
prove special instruction and the quality of special services. 
7. Involving the community represetatives in planning programs 
to insure their understanding and support. 
8. Conducting programs for staff development, such as inservice 
or continuing education programs. 
• In articulating the essentiality for a clearly defined policy that as¬ 
signed accountability for the service effectiveness of public school 
special education programs to the administrator of special education, 
CEC then stated its stand on where the special education administrator 
and his unit should be placed in the school district's hierarchical 
structure: 
Every school system should contain a visible central administra¬ 
tive unit for special education programs and services which is 
at the same administrative hierarchical level as other major 
instructional program units. Usually this will mean an assis¬ 
tant or associate superintendent level position or similar 
office at "cabinet" level directly below the superintendent 
level (p.72). 
The quality of a school district's program for individuals with special 
needs seemed to be directly related to the administrator of special 
education's position in the school district's hierarchical structure. 
CHAPTER III 
METHODOLOGY 
In preparation for designing the study, the researcher 
conducted a review of literature spanning a ten-year period frcm 
1972-1982. Thus, he delineated the conceptual framework in con¬ 
junction with this review of literature. He conducted manual and 
computer-assisted searches at the United States Library of Congress, 
The George Washington University, the Council for Exceptional 
Children's ERIC Clearing House on Handicapped and Gifted Children, 
the Research and Evaluation Division of the District of Columbia 
Public Schools, Georgetown University, Howard University, and the 
Mid-East Regional Resource Center. Following the approval of the 
Dissertation Proposal by the Dissertation Cormittee of the Univer¬ 
sity of Massachusetts School of Education, the researcher obtained 
the endorsement and support of Dr. Doris A. Woodson, Assistant 
Superintendent for Special Education, D.C. Public Schools, and of 
Federation #524 of the Council for Exceptional Children, District 
of Columbia. 
Using the "Statement of the Problem" and the "Questions to be 
Answered", as the base, the researcher developed a questionnaire 
that employed closed response questions wherever possible. He 
administered the questionnaire to all Directors of Special Education 
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and Pupil Personnel Services and all Administrators of City-Wide 
Special Education State Schools of this decentralized school system. 
The subjects of this study were four (4) directors and (4) adminis¬ 
trators (N=8) as of December, 1982, for whom special education 
program practices in the D.C. Public Schools and the compliance 
status for their region or facility were available. 
The researcher met with the eight (8) participants at the same 
time to discuss the questionnaire. At that time, he specified that 
responses to the questionnaire items should be based on the 
individual's knowledge and experience in special education in the 
District of Columbia Public Schools. He designed the questionnaire 
to elicit responses to issues raised by the literature review and his 
experience in the field, and outlined in the main research question. 
Generally, he intended to discover the perceptions of the participants, 
of their roles, and issues surrounding the growing concern over the level 
and quality of special education and related services and mandates of 
P.L. 94-142. The researcher sent each participant a questionnaire 
which the participant anonymously completed and returned to him in an 
attached, self-addressed, stamped envelope. 
The study, through the use of the questionnaire (see Appendix A), 
sought to determine which of the factors affected the cooperative and 
collaborative relationships between State Education Agencies and the 
community and whether there were any significant differences in opinions 
of directors and administrators in regard to the issues. 
The researcher analyzed his data using a t-test comparing the 
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responses of the participants to items of the questionnaire. Addition¬ 
ally, he developed tables to indicate the measures of central tendency 
including the mean, standard deviation, significance, and frequency 
distributions, that were significantly different at the .05 level. 
Statistical Procedures. The researcher transcribed information 
from the questionnaire to IBM coding sheets, and entered it into the 
computer for analysis and tabulation. He employed the most recent 
version of the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (NIE et al., 
SPSS, 1983) to generate and compile a computer program for analysis 
of the data, thereby achieving an analysis of the data through the 
use of certain measures of central tendency and discrepancy (i.e., 
mean and standard deviation) as well as frequency distribution of 
the ratings assigned to each item of the questionnaire. He then generated 
the inferential analysis of data using the t-test to compare the 
ratings assigned to each item by directors and principals of special 
education scores. The t-test is usually used to compare two independent 
mean scores. In this study the two independent mean scores were those 
assigned to each item by the participants. 
Prior to the use of the statistical tests, the researcher had to 
select a level of significance. Statisticians usually use .05, .01, 
or .001, to test the statistical hypothesis. Due to the nature of 
this study and in accordance with the majority of the studies in the 
area of education and social science, he adopted the .05 level of 
significance in testing the statistical hypothesis involved in the 
study. 
CHAPTER IV 
ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION OF DATA 
For the purpose of this study, the results of the statistical 
analysis of the indications given by directors of regional special 
education programs and principals of city-wide special education 
programs were combined and reported as one group because of the similar 
relationship each has to the Division of Special Education. Respon¬ 
sibility and authority for program operations rests with principals 
and directors. Thusly, responses of participants, notwithstanding 
administrative position or title, were similar to some degree. 
Regional or City-Wide Special Education Programs' coordination 
with various groups and agencies serving the needs of special education 
students revealed the following: thirty-seven point five (37.5) 
percent rated coordination as fair; and twenty-five (25) percent 
rated coordination as good, as it related to Vocational and Career 
Rehabilitation Centers. 
Of note is the coordination relationship between administrators' 
education programs and Child Protective Services. Although twenty- 
five (25) percent rated coordination as poor, twelve point five (12.5) 
percent reported coordination as fair, and sixty-two point five (62.5) 
percent rated coordination as good. 
Nonetheless, much like the State Advisory Committee on Special 
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Education Needs directed attention on June 5, 1982, to numerous needs 
of handicapped children for which no adequate provision has as yet 
been made, among these was the inadequacy of prevocational and vocational 
training programs, including vocational education, which prepare 
handicapped students for gainful employment at whatever their maximum 
capabilities happen to be. 
Changes in Agency Interaction revealed that the relationship 
between regional and City-Wide special education programs and various 
groups and agencies, increased since P.L. 94-142 was enacted. In 
responding to this question, thirty-seven point five (37.5) percent 
reported that their program interaction with Children's Hospital had 
remained the same; fifty (50) percent reported an increase in inter¬ 
action with this agency; and only twelve point five (12.5) percent 
reported that interaction had increased a lot. 
Similarly, in reporting their perceptions of their programs' 
coordination with various groups and agencies serving the needs of 
special education students, thirty-seven point five (37.5) percent 
reported that interaction with Child Protective Services had remained 
the same; fifty (50) percent reported that interaction with this 
agency had increased some; and twelve point five (12.5) percent reported 
that interaction had increased a lot. 
In responding to the question related to individuals and group 
members understanding and support of the Philosophy of P.L. 94-142, 
responses to this item were in relation to school psychologists who 
were primarily responsible for psycho-educational evaluations of 
potential and previously accepted special education students; 
participants reported that in their perceptions thirty-seven point 
five (37.5) percent of the school psychologists understood and 
supported the philosophy of P.L. 94-142; fifty (50) percent under¬ 
stood and supported the philosophy; and only twelve point five (12.5) 
percent completely understood and supported the philosophy of P.L. 94-142. 
Directors of Regional special education programs or Principals 
of City-Wide special education programs and their professional 
responsibilities revealed ratings greater than, the same as, or less 
than the professional responsibilities of other school system 
administrators. Respondents compared their responsibilities to those 
of Principals and Directors or administrators in other areas. Sixty- 
two point five (62.5) percent reported that their responsibilities 
were the same and thirty-seven point five (37.5) percent reported 
that theirs were above those of administrators in other areas. 
In reporting on the level of effectiveness of their Regional or 
City-Wide special education programs in providing related services for 
special education students, thirty-seven point five (37.5) percent 
believed thay had been moderately effective; fifty (50) percent re¬ 
ported that they believed that they had been effective; and twelve point 
five (12.5) percent reported that they had been very effective in 
providing related services that facilitated the integration of special 
education students into regular education. 
Sections of the questionnaire that have particular relevance as 
related to the mandates of P.L. 94-142 were in the areas of evaluation 
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of special education programs regarding cooperation with groups and 
agencies that provided related services and the effectiveness of 
special education programs into regular education. 
Of particular interest were the frequencies and percentages for 
director's and principal's responses to items found to be significantly 
different at or below the .05 level, as presented in the following; 
Table 1 indicates the frequencies and percentages of responses to 
items found to be significantly different at the .05 level. 
Table 2 indicates a comparison of ratings assigned by directors and 
principals that were found to be significantly different at or below 
the .05 level of probability. 
The following tables are considered to be useful in helping to 
determine if enactment of legislation had precipitated changes in the 
special education administrative and organizational structures of the 
District of Columbia Public Schools. 
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TABLE 1 
FREQUENCIES AND PERCENTAGES FOR DIRECTORS* 
AND PRINCIPALS* RESPONSES TO ITEMS 
FOUND TO BE SIGNIFICANTLY 
DIFFERENT AT THE .05 
LEVEL 
Interview Potential 
Special Education Personnel 
Category Label Code Absolute Relative Frequency 
Frequency (Percent) 
Moderate 2 3 37.5 
Great 3 5 62.5 
Evaluation of Regional or Special Education Program Regarding 
Cooperation with Groups and Agencies Serving the Needs of 
Special Education Students 
Category Label Code Absolute Relative Frequency 
Frequency (Percent) 
Poor 1 2 25.0 
Fair 2 1 12.5 
Good 3 5 62.5 
Evaluation of Regional or Special Education Program Regarding Coor- 
dination with Various Groups and Agencies Serving the Needs of Spe¬ 
cial Education Students (Vocational/Career Rehabilitation Centers) 
Category Label Code Absolute Relative Frequency 
Frequency (Percent) 
Poor 1 3 37.5 
Fair 2 3 37.5 
Good 3 2 25.0 
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TABLE 1 (Con'd) 
Evaluation of Regional or Special Education Program Regarding Coor¬ 
dination with Various Groups and Agencies Serving the Needs of 
Special Education Students as Concerned Child Protective Services 
Category Label Code Absolute Relative Frequency 
Frequency (Percent) 
Poor 1 2 25.0 
Fair 2 1 12.5 
Good 3 5 62.5 
Agency Interaction Regarding Coordination with Various Groups and 
Agencies (Children's Hospital) Serving the Needs of Special Education 
Students 
Category Label Code Absolute Relative Frequency 
Frequency (Percent) 
Same 1 3 37.5 
Increased Some 2 4 50.0 
Increased a Lot 3 1 12.5 
{ . -.in 
Agency Interaction Regarding Coordination with Various Groups and 
Agencies (Child Protective Services) Serving the Needs of Special 
Education Students 
Category Label Code Absolute Relative Frequency 
Frequency (Percent) 
Same 1 3 37.5 
Increased Seme 2 4 50.0 
Increased a Lot 3 1 12.5 
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TABLE 1 (Con'd) 
Responses of Directors and Regarding Their Perceptions of Various 
Individuals' and Group Awareness and Understanding of the Philosophy 
of Public Law 94-142 (School Psychologists) 
Category Label Code Absolute Relative Frequency 
Frequency (Percent) 
Partially 3 3 37.5 
A Great Deal 4 4 50.0 
Completely 5 1 12.5 
Directors and Principal Perceptions Regarding Their Level of Profes- 
ional Responsibility as Compared to the Level of Professional Respon- 
sibility of Other Administrators in the D.C. Public School System 
Category Label Code Absolute Relative Frequency 
Frequency (Percent) 
Same 2 5 62.5 
Above 3 3 37.5 
Directors' and Principals’ Perceptions Regarding the Level of 
Effectiveness in Providing Services to Facilitate Integration into 
Regular Education 
Category Label Code Absolute Relative Frequency 
Frequency (Percent) 
Moderate 3 3 37.5 
Effective 4 4 50.0 
Very Effective 5 1 12.5 
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TABLE 2 
COMPARISON OF RATINGS ASSIGNED BY DIRECTORS 
AND PRINCIPALS THAT WERE FOUND TO BE 
SIGNIFICANTLY DIFFERENT AT OR 
BELOW THE .05 LEVEL PROBABIL¬ 
ITY 
Dire actors Principals Significance 
Mear SD Mean SD t P 
Administration of Sped. Ed 
Programs, Interview 
Potential Spec. Ed. Per¬ 
sonnel 3.00 0.0 2.25 .050 3.00 0.024 
Evaluation of Region or 
Spec. Ed. Program Regard¬ 
ing Cooperation with 
Various Groups and Agen¬ 
cies Serving the Needs of 
Spec. Ed. Students 1.75 0.95 3.00 .000 -2.61 0.040 
Evaluation of Region or 
Spec. Ed. Program Regard¬ 
ing Coordination with 
Various Groups and Agen¬ 
cies Serving Needs of 
Spec. Ed. Students 1.25 0.50 2.50 .577 -3.27 0.017 
Evaluation of Region or 
Spec. Ed. Program Regard¬ 
ing Liaison with Various 
Groups and Agencies Ser¬ 
ving the Needs of Spec. 
Ed. Students 1.75 0.057 3.00 .000 -2.61 0.040 
Agency Interaction Com¬ 
parison of the Ratings 
Assigned by Directors 
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TABLE 2 (Con'd) 
Directors Principal s Significance 
Mean SD Mean SD t P 
and Principals re¬ 
garding Interaction 
with Various Groups 
and Agencies Serving 
the Needs of Spec. 
Ed. Students (Chil¬ 
drens Hospital) 1.25 0.50 2.25 0.50 -2.83 0.030 
Agency Interaction: 
Comparison of the 
Ratings Assigned by 
Directors and Princi¬ 
pals Regarding Co¬ 
ordination with 
Various Groups and 
Agencies Serving the 
Needs of Sp. Ed. Stu¬ 
dents (Child Protect¬ 
ive Services) 1.25 0.50 2.25 0.50 -2.83 0.030 
Comparison of the 
Ratings Assigned by 
Directors and Prin¬ 
cipals Regarding 
Their Perceptions of 
Various Individuals 
and Group Members1 
Awareness of Under¬ 
standing 3.25 0.50 4.25 0.50 -2.83 0.030 
Comparison of Ratings 
Assigned by Directors 
and Principals Re¬ 
garding the Level of 
Effectiveness of 
Integration with 
Regular Ed. in Pro¬ 
viding Services for 
Sp. Ed. Students 2.00 0.0 2.75 0.50 
-3.00 0.024 
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Table 3 presents the increase in coordination reported by 87.5% of 
the administrators as being fair to good, and provides evidence that 
the organizational and administrative structures of the regional and 
city-wide programs were undergoing changes which would facilitate the 
accomplishment of the major purposes of P.L. 94-142, 
The fact that large percentages of the administrators indicated 
fair to good increases in coordination between their programs and groups 
and agencies such as the Department of Human Resources (increased 
75%), D.C. Association for Retarded Citizens (increased 87.5%), 
Council for Exceptional Children (increased 87.5%), was a healthy 
indication that the Division of Special Education, its regional 
branches, and city-wide programs were beginning to recognize that the 
present inadequacies and inequities in the provision of special 
education services to children with special needs have resulted largely 
from a lack of significant parent and lay involvement in overseeing, 
participating in, and evaluating special education programs. Similarly, 
administrators indicated fair to good increases in cooperation between 
their programs and their groups and agencies. 
All administrators indicated a 100% increase in cooperation with 
the D.C. Department of Human Resources, an 87.5% increase 
for the D.C. Association for Retarded Citizens and an increase of 87.5% 
in cooperation with the Council for Exceptional Children. 
In Table 4, Administrators indicated that there had been administra¬ 
tive and organizational changes in special education. Reported 
changes were in relation to 1.) guaranteeing the availability of special 
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education programming to handicapped children and youth who require 
it, 2.) assuring fairness and appropriateness in decision-making 
about providing special education to handicapped children and youth, 
and 3.) establishing clear management and auditing requirements and 
procedures regarding special education, at all levels of government. 
The administrative and organizational changes translated into increases 
in the number of special education and related services personnel and 
programs needed for the provision of services to increasing numbers of 
eligible students. A fifty (50%) increase in the number of individuals 
responsible for the administration of special education programs was 
indicated, due primarily to the establishment of city-wide special edu¬ 
cation programs or state schools. A large percentage, (75%), of the 
administrators indicated increases in the number of psychologists. 
Similarly 100-6 of the participants indicated increases in the 
number of special education teachers and teacher aides. Media special¬ 
ists vtfio rpovide resources and services to special education teachers 
increased as indicated by 50% of the administrators and 25% indicated 
an increase in supervisor positions. Programmatically, there were also 
increases in categorical placements. Most administrators, (75%), in¬ 
dicated that programs and services for the learning disabled had in¬ 
creased as did programs for the emotionally disturbed (75%), and the 
mentally retarded (75%). Programs for the speech impaired and hearing 
impaired incresed as indicated by 50% and 62.5% respectively. 
-^relatively small percentage, (37.5%) reported increases in programs 
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or services for the visually impaired. As presented in Table 5, 
administrators indicated that in administering special education pro¬ 
grams, their responsibility and authority to interview potential spe¬ 
cial education personnel was moderate as indicated by 37.5% and great 
by 62.5%. 
Responsibility and authority to evaluate personnel performance was 
indicated as very little by 12.5%, moderate by 62.5% and great by 25%. 
In evaluating special education programs, 37.5% indicated very little 
responsibility and authority, 50% moderate and 12.5% great. 
The disparities in the percentages administrators indicated in evalua¬ 
ting special education programs and special education personnel can be 
related to the circumstance involving the evaluation of special education 
personnel by non-special education administrators in non-categorical pro¬ 
grams in their schools and compliance officers of the State Education 
Agency. In assumimg a major role in regional special education plan¬ 
ning 25% of the administrators indicated very little responsibility and 
authority, 37.5% moderate, and 37.5% great. Developing and implement¬ 
ing special programs was indicated as an area where administrators re¬ 
ported responsibility as being very little, 12.5% and great by 87.5%. 
Questionnaire items concerned with preparing, defending and administer¬ 
ing the special education budget were responded to by the administrators. 
Most administrators, 62.5% indicated very little responsibility and 
authority, 25% indicated moderate and 12.5% indicated great responsi- 
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bility. In defending the special education budget 87.5% indicated very 
little responsibility and authority and 12.5% indicated great responsi¬ 
bility and authority. Responsibility and authority for administering 
the special education budget was reported as great by 62.5%, and mod¬ 
erate by 37.5%. The majority of the administrators, 87.5% indicated 
very little responsibility for making presentations directly to the 
school board. Writing project applications for special education pro¬ 
grams was reported on by administrators, 25% indicated very little, 
62.5% indicated moderate and 12.5% indicated great responsibility and 
authority. 
Finally, in the area of concern that involved disseminating infor¬ 
mation and developing public relations programs which included the ed¬ 
ucational community and the community at large, 25% indicated very 
low or little responsibility and authority, 37.5% indicated moderate 
and 37.5% indicated great responsibility and authority in this area. 
Table 6 presents the level of training of teachers and psycho¬ 
logists hired to staff special education programs. Training levels 
were considered high by 87.5% of the administrators vfrio reported tea¬ 
chers and psychologists were certified. Many (75%), indicated that 
some had Master's degrees. Indications by 75% of the administrators 
showed that most teachers and psychologists had three or more years 
of experience. 
Table 7 presents responses to questions concerned with coirmunity 
participation in special education. A lack of understanding and support 
for the requirements of P.L. 94-142 was seen as an area in need of improv- 
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ment. For instance, all of the administrators indicated that commu¬ 
nity residents and parents of children in regular education had very 
little or a partial understanding of the philosophy of the law. 
Similarly, all administrators indicated that elementary and secondary 
teachers of regular education as well as principals had very little 
or a partial understanding or support of the philosophy. 
Many administrators, (62.5%), indicated that school psychologists 
understood and supported the philosophy a great deal to completely. 
Table 7 presents the indications of administrators regarding the effect¬ 
iveness of integration of special education and related services into 
regular education. As indicated, 75% of the administrators reported 
that there had been effective identification of pupils, kindergarten 
through 6th grade in need of special education and 25% indicated very 
effective identification. Effective regular class placement for spe¬ 
cial education students was indicated by 87.5% and very effective by 12.5%. 
Partial mainstreaming to twenty-five percent of the special educa¬ 
tion student's instructional programming, wherein students participate 
with non-handicapped students was indicated as effective by 62.5%, 
very effective by 25% and ineffective by 12.5% of the administrators. 
Partial mainstreaming to seventy-five percent was indicated as effect¬ 
ive by 50% and 50% very effective respectively. 
Separate special education classes wherein a child is in a categor¬ 
ical placement such as learning disabled, emotionally disturbed or 
mentally retarded as indicated by 87.5% of the administrators was 
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effective and 12.5% indicated very effective provision of services. 
Parent and pupil counseling, including psychological counseling was 
indicated as being effective by 62.5%, 12.5% very effective 25% in¬ 
effective . 
Providing speech therapy services was indicated as moderately effec¬ 
tive by 12.5%, effective by 75% and very effective by 12.5% of the 
administrators. Most of the administrators, (62.5%), indicated 
effective to very effective motor development services and 37.5% re¬ 
ported moderate effectiveness. Services for the social development 
of special education students was indicated as effective by all of 
the administrators. Most administrators, (87.5%), indicated that 
social workers were effective. The effectiveness of services for stu¬ 
dents in grades 7 through 12 were reported as being similar to those 
reported for elementary grades with few exceptions. 
The areas where there were apparent differences based on the 
indications of the effectiveness of providing services on the 
secondary level involved vocational/career awareness and develop¬ 
ment, where 50% of the administrators felt services were ineffective 
and 50% indicated effective to very effective provision of services. 
Finally, social worker services involving students in grades 
7 through 12 were indicated as ineffective by 37.5% of the admin¬ 
istrators and effective by 62.5%. 
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TABLE 3 
COORDINATION BETWEEN PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
AND PUBLIC AGENCIES 
Public Agency Category Code Absolute Relative 
Label Frequency Frequency 
Area Mental Health Poor 1 1 12.5 
Facility Fair 2 2 25.0 
Good 3 5 62.5 
Children's Poor 1 2 25.0 
Hospital Fair 2 3 37.5 
Good 3 3 37.5 
Dept, of Human Poor 1 2 25.0 
Resources Fair 2 3 37.5 
Good 3 3 37.5 
D.C. Association Poor 1 1 12.5 
for Retarded Fair 2 5 62.5 
Citizens Good 3 2 25.0 
Council for Poor 1 1 12.5 
Exceptional Fair 2 5 62.5 
Children Good 3 2 25.0 
Children's Defense Poor 1 3 37.5 
Fund Fair 2 5 62.5 
Vocational/Career Poor 1 3 37.5 
Rehabilitation Fair 2 3 37.5 
Centers Good 3 2 25.0 
Child Protective Poor 1 2 25.0 
Services Fair 2 1 12.5 
Good 3 5 62.5 
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TABLE 4 
ADMINISTRATION AND ORGANIZATIONAL CHANGES IN REGIONAL AND 
CITY-WIDE SPECIAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS 
Changes in Administration and Related Services Personnel 
Personnel 
Position 
Category 
Label 
Code Absolute 
Frequency 
Relative 
Frequency (%) 
Administrators yes 1 4 50.0 
no 2 4 50.0 
Psychologists yes 1 6 75.0 
no 2 2 25.0 
Counselors yes 1 4 50.0 
no 2 4 50.0 
Supervisors yes 1 2 25.0 
no 2 6 75.0 
Media Specialists yes 1 4 50.0 
no 2 4 50.0 
Learning Center 
Teachers 
yes 1 
2 
8 100.0 
Aides yes 1 7 87.5 
no 2 1 12.5 
S^^«^atn°n Srrvices' ^ograms. Classes, and Special Teachers 
y irectors and Principals Before Implementation of P.L. 94-142 
Visually Impaired yes 
no 
Speech Impaired yes 
no 
1 1 12.5 
2 1 87.5 
1 4 50.0 
1 4 50.0 
yes 1 5 
no 23 
Hearing Impaired 
62.5 
37.5 
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TABLE 4 (Con'd) 
Physically yes 1 3 37.5 Impaired no 2 5 62.5 
Emotionally yes 1 6 75.0 Disturbed no 2 2 25.0 
Learning yes 1 6 75.0 Disabled no 2 2 25.0 
Mentally yes 1 6 75.0 Retarded no 2 2 25.0 
Other yes 1 3 37.5 
no 2 5 62.5 
Special Education Services, Programs, Classes, and Special Teachers 
Supervised by Directors and Principals After Implementation of P.L. 94-142 
Visually yes 1 5 62.5 Impaired no 2 3 37.5 
Speech yes 1 7 87.5 Impaired no 2 1 12.5 
Hearing yes 1 8 100.0 Impaired 
Physically yes 1 6 75.0 Impaired no 2 2 25.0 
Emotionally yes 1 8 100.0 Disturbed 
Learning yes 1 8 100.0 Disabled 
* 
Mentally 
Retarded yes 1 8 100.0 
Other yes 1 7 87.5 
no 2 1 12.5 
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TABLE 5 
ADMINISTRATION OF SPECIAL 
EDUCATION 
Area of 
Responsibility 
and Authority 
Category 
Held 
Code Absolute 
Frequency 
Relative Frequency 
(%) 
Interview 
Potential Spec. Moderate 2 3 37.5 
Ed. Personnel Great 3 5 62.5 
Make Reccm- Moderate 2 3 37.5 
mendations con¬ 
cerning employ¬ 
ment of person¬ 
nel 
Great 3 5 62.5 
Evaluate Spec. Very Little 1 1 12.5 
Ed. Personnel Moderate 2 5 62.5 
Great 3 2 25.0 
Evaluate Spec. Very Little 1 3 37.5 
Ed. Programs Moderate 2 4 50.0 
Great 3 1 12.5 
Assume Major Very Little 1 2 25.0 
Role in Region's Moderate 2 3 37.5 
Spec. Ed. 
Planning 
Great 3 3 37.5 
Develop and Very Little 1 1 12.5 
Implement 
Spec. Ed. 
Programs 
Great 3 7 87.5 
Prepare the Spec.Very Little 1 5 62.5 
Ed. Budget Moderate 2 2 25.0 
Great 3 1 12.5 
Defend the Very Little 1 7 87.5 
Spec. Ed. Great 3 1 12.5 
Administer the Moderate 2 5 62.5 
Soec. Ed. Great 3 3 37.5 
Budget 
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TABLE 5 (Con'd) 
Make Presen¬ Very Little 1 7 87.5 
tations to the 
School Board 
Great 3 1 12.5 
Write Project Very Little 1 2 25.0 
Applications Moderate 2 5 62.5 
For Programs for Great 
Spec. Ed. 
3 1 12.5 
Develop/ Very Little 1 2 25.0 
Disseminate Moderate 2 3 37.5 
Public Rela- Great 3 3 37.5 
tions Programs 
The responsibility for providing services to handicapped children and 
youth is shared by two major agencies in the D.C. Government. The District 
of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS) is responsible for providing education 
and the Department of Human Resources (DHR) is responsible for providing med¬ 
ical and therapeutic services. The DCPS is administered by the Superinten¬ 
dent of Schools, who reports directly to the Board of Education. The 
Superintendent has named a Division within her agency to be directly 
responsible for providing education and services that every handicapped child 
may require. In the DCPS, it is the Division of Special Education. This 
division is responsible for the operation of special education programs and 
services within the District of Columbia Public Schools and for the general 
supervision of all special education programs and services throughout the city 
(public and non-public). The DCPS is considered an SEA/LEA (State Education 
Agency/Local Education Agency) unit. 
In discussing the findings concerning the administration of regional and 
city-wide special education programs, it is Important to note that responses 
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to the questionnaire items in section 1, revealed that directors and prin¬ 
cipals felt that they had responsibility and authority in areas asked about. 
These areas appeared to be those necessary for the facilitation of the 
effective operation of special education programs (indicated in Table 5). 
Interviewing and making employment recommendations concerning poten¬ 
tial special education personnel was viewed as an area of responsibility 
and authority by directors and principals. Sixty-two point five (62.5) 
percent reported that they felt that they had responsibility and authority 
to a great extent. Thirty-seven point five (37.5) percent reported 
responsibility and authority to a moderate extent. Most directors and 
principals (87.5%) reported that they evaluated special education personnel 
and programs. 
Seventy-five percent (75) of the directors and principals reported 
that they assumed a major role in organizational planning of regional 
special education programs. Eighty-seven point five (87.5) percent 
reported that they had responsibility and authority to develop and implement 
special education programs. Conversely, directors and principals felt that 
they had very little responsibility and authority in other areas. These areas 
appear to be in the realm of responsibility of the Superintendent of the 
Division of Special Education. Preparing and defending the special education 
budget, making presentations to the School Board, writing project applications 
for special education programs, and developing and disseminating public 
relations programs, were areas viewed and reported as indicated in the table. 
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Table 6 presents indications of the levels of training 
of personnel hired to staff special education programs. Most 
participants, 75%, indicated that all teachers were certified. 
Most of the participants, 75%, indicated that some teachers 
had a Master's degree. 
Half of the participants indicated that teachers had three 
or more years teaching experience. 
Psychologists were certified, as indicated by 75% of the 
participants; 25% indicated that some psychologists held 
doctorates, and 25% of the participants had one to two years 
psychological experience. 
In discussing programs and teachers for various disability 
groups that serve students in regional and city-wide programs, 
50is of the participants indicated that there were such programs 
available for the visually impaired. 
Teachers and programs were available for the speech im¬ 
paired as reported by 50% of the participants. 
There were programs and teachers for the hearing impaired 
as indicated by half of the participants. 
Most participants, 75%, indicated that teachers and pro¬ 
grams for the physically impaired were not available. 
Students who were emotionally disturbed had teachers and 
Programs available to them as indicated by 50% of the parti¬ 
cipants . 
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All participants indicated that there were programs for the learning 
disabled and most indicated that teachers and programs for the men¬ 
tally retarded were available in their regioal or city-wide prgram. 
TABLE 6 
training level of personnel hired to staff 
SPECIAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS 
Teachers Category 
Label 
Code Absolute 
Frequency 
Relative 
Frequency 
Certified Some 3 
Most 4 
All 5 
Masters Few 2 
Some 3 
Masters + 30hrs. Few 2 
Some 3 
Masters + 60hrs. None 1 
or Doctorate Few 2 
Some 3 
No Teaching None 1 
Experience Few 2 
Some 3 
1-2 Years Teaching None 1 
Experience Few 2 
Some 3 
Most 4 
3 or More Years None 1 
Teaching Experience Few 2 
Seme 3 
Most 4 
Psychologists 
Certified 
Category 
Label 
Some 
All 
Code 
3 
5 
1 
1 
6 
2 
6 
3 
5 
3 
4 
1 
3 
3 
2 
1 
3 
2 
2 
1 
1 
2 
4 
Absolute 
Frequenc 
2 
6 
12.5 
12.5 
75.0 
25.0 
75.0 
37.5 
62.5 
37.5 
50.0 
12.5 
37.5 
37.5 
25.0 
12.5 
37.5 
25.0 
25.0 
12.5 
12.5 
25.0 
50.0 
Relative 
^requenc^ 
25.0 
75.0 
TABLE 6 (Con'd) 
Masters Some 3 2 25.0 
All 5 6 75.0 
Masters +30 hrs. Few 2 4 50.0 
Some 3 3 37.5 
Most 4 1 12.5 
Masters +60 hrs. None 1 2 25.0 
or Doctorate Few 2 4 50.0 
Some 3 2 25.0 
No Psychological None 1 3 37 5 
Experience Few 2 3 37.5 
Some 3 1 12.5 
Most 4 1 12.5 
1-2 Years None 1 2 n 
Psychological Some 3 4 50 0 
Experience Most 4 2 25.0 
Programs/Teachers 
for the: 
Category 
Label 
Code Absolute 
Frequency 
Relative 
Frequency 
Visually Impaired Yes 1 4 50.0 
No 2 4 50.0 
Speech Impaired Yes 1 6 75.0 
No 2 2 25.0 
Hearing Impaired Yes 1 4 50.0 
No 2 4 50.0 
Physically Impaired Yes 1 2 25.0 
No 2 6 75.0 
Emotionally Dis- Yes 1 4 50 0 
urbed No 2 4 
\J m KJ 
50.0 
Learning Disabled Yes 1 8 100.0 
Mentally Retarded Yes 1 7 87.5 
No 2 1 12.5 
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Table 7 presents indications of the level of understanding 
and support of the philosophy and requirements of P.L. 94-142 
by various group members in the country. 
Fifty percent (50%) of the participants indicated that 
school principals understood and supported the philosophy very 
little and 50-e of the participants indicated understood and 
supported the philosophy partially. 
Many participants, 62.5% indicated that junior high 
teachers understood and supported the philosophy partially and 
37.5% indicated that junior high teachers understood and 
supported the philosophy very little. 
Special education teachers completely understood and 
supported the philosophy as indicated by 25% of the participants, 
25% indicated that special education teachers understood and 
supported the philosophy a great deal, 25% indicated partial 
understanding and support and 25% indicated that special educa¬ 
tion teachers understood and supported the philosophy very 
little. 
Community residents had very little understanding and 
support of the philosophy as indicated by 62.5% and partially 
by 36.5% of the participants. 
Thirty-seven point five (37.5%) of the participants in¬ 
dicated that parents of special education students understood 
and supported the philosophy a great deal, 37.5% indicated 
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partial understanding and support and 25% indicated very little. 
The requirements of P.L. 94-142 were understood and supported very little 
by principals, 37.5% of the participants reported partial understanding and 
support, 37.5% indicated a great deal and 12.5% indicated complete under¬ 
standing and support for principals. Special education teachers understood 
and supported the requirements as indicated by 75% of the participants. 
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TABLE 7 
UNDERSTANDING AND SUPPORT OF THE PHILOSOPHY 
OF P.L. 94-142 BY VARIOUS GROUP 
MEMBERS IN THE COMMUNITY 
Group Category 
Label 
Code Absolute Relative 
Frequency Frequency 
School Board Very Little 
Partially 
A Great Deal 
2 
3 
4 
2 
4 
2 
25.0 
50.0 
25.0 
Superintendent Very Little 2 
of Region Partially 3 
A Great Deal 4 
Completely 5 
2 
3 
2 
1 
25.0 
37.5 
25.0 
12.5 
School Princi- Very Little 2 4 
pals, Elem. and Partially 3 4 
Second. 
50.0 
50.0 
Jr. High Teach- Very Little 2 
ers Partially 3 
3 
5 
37.5 
62.5 
Elementary 
Teachers 
Very Little 2 
Partially 3 
A Great Deal 4 
Completely 5 
2 
4 
1 
1 
25.0 
50.0 
12.5 
12.5 
Spec. Ed. 
Teachers 
Very Little 2 
Partially 3 
A Great Deal 4 
Completely 5 
2 
2 
2 
2 
25.0 
25.0 
25.0 
25.0 
Community Very Little 2 
Residents Partially 3 
5 
3 
62.5 
37.5 
Parents of . Very Little 2 
Regular Ed. Partially 3 
Students 
5 
3 
62.5 
37.5 
Parents of 
Spec. Ed. 
Students 
Very Little 2 
Partially 3 
A Great Deal 4 
2 
3 
3 
25.0 
37.5 
37.5 
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TABLE 7 (Con'd) 
Group Category 
Label 
Code Absolute 
Frequency 
Relative 
Frequency 
School Very Little 2 4 50.0 
Counselors Partially 3 4 50.0 
Psychologists Partially 3 3 37.5 
A Great Deal 4 4 50.0 
Completely 5 1 12.5 
Pupil Person- Very Little 2 1 12.5 
nel Workers Partially 3 4 50.0 
Completely 4 3 37.5 
Social Very Little 2 1 12.5 
Workers Partially 3 4 50.0 
A Great Deal 4 3 37.5 
UNDERSTANDING AND SUPPORT OF THE REQUIREMENTS 
Principals Very Little 2 3 37.5 % 
Elem. Partially 3 3 37.5 
A Great Deal 4 1 12.5 
Completely 5 1 12.5 
School Board Very Little 2 3 37.5 
Partially 3 1 12.5 
A Great Deal 4 2 25.0 
Completely 5 2 25.0 
Superintendent Very Little 2 3 37.5 
of Region Partially 3 1 12.5 
A Great Deal 4 2 25.0 
Completely 5 2 25.0 
Principals Very Little 2 3 37.5 
Secondary Partially 
A Great Deal 
3 
4 
2 
2 
25.0 
25.0 
Completely 5 1 12.5 
Teachers of Very Little 2 4 50.0 
Reg. Ed. Partially 3 3 37.5 
Completely 5 1 12.5 
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TABLE 7 (Con'd) 
Group Category 
Label 
Code Absolute 
Frequency 
Relative 
Frequency 
Teachers Very Little 2 2 25.0 
of Spec. Ed. Partially 3 2 25.0 
A Great Deal 4 2 25.0 
Completely 5 2 25.0 
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The integration of special education programs and ser¬ 
vices into regular education on the secondary level (Table 8) 
was found to be relatively effective. 
The identification of pupils in need of special education 
services and the providing of individual education plans 
(IEP's) were indicated as effective by 75% of the participants 
and very effective by 25% respectively. 
Placement of special education students in regular 
classes was indicated as effective by 87.5% of the partici¬ 
pants. Pupil and parent counseling was indicated as effective 
by 12.5% of the participants. Speech therapy services were 
indicated as effective to very effective by 87.5% of the 
participants. Motor development was effective as indicated 
by 50% of the participants and very effective by 12.5%. 
Services for social development were indicated as effective by 
100% of the participants. Social worker services were in¬ 
dicated as effective by 87.5% and ineffective by 12.5%. 
Vocational and career development services were indicated as 
ineffective by 50% of the participants, effective by 37.5% and 
very effective by 12.5%. Psychological and psychiatric services 
were effective as indicated by 62.5% of the participants, very 
effective by 12.5% and ineffective by 25%. The tables pre¬ 
sented in this chapter are intended to provide additional and 
specific information concerning the research questions. The 
results of the analysis of responses by the participants are 
reported qualitatively and quantitatively. 
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TABLE 8 
INTEGRATION OF SPECIAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS AND 
SERVICES INTO REGULAR EDUCATION 
ON THE SECONDARY LEVEL 
Services 
Provided 
K-6 
Category 
Label 
Code Absolute 
Frequency 
Relative 
Frequency 
Identification of Effective 4 6 75.0 
Pupils in Need of Very Effective 5 2 25.0 
Spec. Ed. Services 
Individual Effective 4 6 75.0 
Education Plans Very Effective 5 2 25.0 
(IEP) 
Regular Class Effective 4 7 87.5 
Full-time Very Effective 5 1 12.5 
Partial Main- Ineffective 2 1 12.5 
streaming to 25% Effective 4 5 62.5 
Very Effective 5 2 25.0 
Partial Main- Effective 4 4 50.0 
streaming to 75% Very Effective 5 4 50.0 
Separate Spec. Ed. Effective 4 7 87.5 
Class Very Effective 5 1 12.5 
Counseling-Pupil Ineffective 2 2 25.5 
Effective 4 5 62.5 
Very Effective 5 1 12.5 
Counseling-Parent Ineffective 2 2 25.0 
Effective 4 5 62.5 
Very Effective 5 1 12.5 
Speech Therapy Moderate 3 1 12.5 
Effective 4 6 75.0 
Very Effective 5 1 12.5 
Motor Dev. Moderate 3 3 12.5 
Effective 4 4 50.0 
Very Effective 5 1 12.5 
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TABLE 8 (Con'd) 
Services 
Provided 
Category 
Label 
Code Absolute 
Frequency 
Relative 
Frequency 
Social Develop¬ 
ment 
Effective 4 8 100.0 
Social Worker Ineffective 2 1 12.5 
Effective 4 7 87.5 
Services 
Provided 
7-12 
Category 
Label 
Code Absolute 
Frequency 
Relative 
Frequency 
Identification of Ineffective 2 1 12.5 
Pupils Effective 4 6 75.0 
Very Effective 5 1 12.5 
Individualized Effective 4 6 75.0 
Education Plans 
(IEP) 
Very Effective 5 2 25.0 
Regular Class Ineffective 2 1 12.5 
Full-time Effective 4 5 62.5 
Very Effective 5 2 25.0 
Partial Ineffective 4 1 12.5 
Mainstreaming to 
25% 
Effective 5 7 87.5 
Partial Main- Effective 4 6 75.0 
streaming to 75% Very Effective 5 2 25.0 
Separate Spec. Ed. Ineffective 2 2 25.0 
Class Moderate 3 1 12.5 
Effective 4 4 50.0 
Very Effective 5 1 12.5 
Counseling-Pupils Ineffective 2 2 25.0 
Moderate 3 1 12.5 
Effective 4 4 50.0 
Very Effective 5 1 12.5 
TABLE 8 (Con'd) 
Services 
Provided 
7-12 
Category 
Label 
Code Absolute 
Frequency 
Relative 
Frequenc; 
Counseling-Parents Ineffective 2 2 25.0 
Moderate 3 1 12.5 
Effective 4 4 50.0 
Very Effective 5 1 12.5 
Speech Therapy Moderate 3 1 12.5 
Effective 4 5 62.5 
Very Effective 5 2 25.0 
Motor Develop- Moderate 3 2 25.0 
ment Effective 4 5 62.5 
Very Effective 5 1 12.5 
Social Dev. Ineffective 2 1 12.5 
Effective 4 5 62.5 
Very Effective 5 2 25.0 
Social Worker Ineffective 2 1 12.5 
Services Effective 4 6 75.0 
Very Effective 5 1 12.5 
Vocational/Career Ineffective 2 4 50.0 
Awareness Develop- Effective 4 3 37.5 
ment Services Very Effective 5 1 12.5 
Psychological/ Very Ineffective 1 1 12.5 
Psychiatric Services Ineffective 2 2 25.0 
Effective 4 5 62.5 
Chapter IV has presented an analysis and a discussion of the data, 
chapter V will present conclusions, recommendations, and implications 
for the future. 
CHAPTER V 
CONCLUSIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS 
FOR THE FUTURE 
Questions concerned with increases in coordination between public 
schools and public agencies serving the needs of handicapped children 
since the enactment of P.L. 94-142, administrative and organizational 
changes, and personnel hired for special education programs appear to 
have been answered positively. It also appears that there has been 
effective integration of special education programs and services into 
regular education in the District of Columbia Public Schools since the 
enactment of P.L. 94-142. One of the areas .in which regional and 
city-wide special education programs had been least effective was in 
stimulating participation in and an understanding and support of 
the requirements of the law and special education programs. 
As stated in the regulations of P.L. 94-142, Section 612, (7), 
"the State shall assure that (A) in carrying out the requirements 
of this section, procedures be established for consultation with 
individuals involved in or concerned with individuals involved with 
the education of handicapped children, including handicapped 
individuals and parents and guardians of handicapped children, and 
(B) there are public hearings, adequate notice of hearings, and 
an opportunity for comment available to the general public prior to 
adoption of the policies, programs, and procedures required 
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pursuant to the provisions of this section and section 
13 of P.L. 94-142." 
The lack of understanding and support of the philos¬ 
ophy requirements of the law by sections of the educa¬ 
tional community and the broader community at large was 
considered to be one of the greatest threats to effective 
implementation of the legislation. 
Vocational and Career Awareness and Development 
Services was another area in which the study found rela¬ 
tive weaknesses. With the realization that various 
handicapping conditions or exceptionalities can and do 
serve as significant impediments to effective learning, 
matriculation, and eventual graduation from traditional 
secondary school environments, vocational development 
alternatives may be the only viable means of achieving 
self-sustaining and productive lives for many students. 
Vocational programming efforts therefore, appear to be 
most needed and necessary by a certain segment of the 
special education client population. A possible reason 
for the unimpressive indications of the effectiveness 
of efforts and programming for students in this area 
could be insufficient availability of realisitc train¬ 
ing programs for these students. 
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Recommendations 
Based on the results of this study, the researcher 
recommends that the District of Columbia Public Schools 
endeavor to raise the level of understanding and support 
of the philosophy and requirements of P.L. 94-142 by 
cooperating with and furnishing technical assistance 
necessary, directly or indirectly, to District of 
Columbia School personnel and community residents in 
matters relating to the education of handicapped children 
and youth. 
The researcher recommends the District of Columbia 
Public Schools develop more effective means of coordina¬ 
tion between itself and D.C. Department of Human Resources 
to better serve the needs of handicapped children. 
Since the Department of Human Resources is responsible 
for providing for the medical needs of this population 
of students, little can be gained from formal instruc¬ 
tion if medical services coordination is not adequate. 
Coordination with public agencies that advocate 
for the handicapped appears to be in need of improve¬ 
ment. Coordination between the District of Columbia 
Public Schools and D.C. Association for Retarded 
Citizens, the Council for Exceptional Children, and 
Children's Defense Fund was poor to fair. 
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Understanding and support of the philosophy and 
requirements of P.L. 94-142 by segments of the educa¬ 
tional community who are charged with the responsibility 
of providing equal and equitable education to the 
District of Columbia students, is another area where 
much improvement is needed. This researcher recommends 
that the District of Columbia Public Schools improve 
its comprehensive system of personnel development for 
the purposes of providing awareness, training, technical 
assistance, and in-service professional development for 
its teachers, administrators, support staff and parents 
and community residents to improve understanding and 
support of the philosophy and requirements of Public- 
Law 94-142. 
Implications for the Future 
It is felt that the findings of this study suggest 
a leadership challenge in a changing special education 
social system. There are still great disparities 
between the statutory mandate to provide for the 
education of all children and the actual level of 
current service delivery. The District of Columbia 
Public Schools Division of Special Education, its leader¬ 
ship and administrators are to be commended for their 
accomplishments in meeting many of the challenges 
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presented to states and cities in their attempts to 
effectively and equitably implement the mandates of 
Public Law 94-142. There still remains much to do to 
bring about the efficient utilization of all public 
human service agencies. A redefinition of the roles 
of administrators and personnel will need to evolve in 
order to ensure full compliance with the changing needs 
of its consumers. 
What is needed is a national and indeed an inter¬ 
national study of exemplary programs, practices and 
procedures for individuals with special needs. The 
District of Columbia Public Schools could then develop 
uniform guidelines and regulations requiring all per¬ 
sons involved in educational enterprise to implement 
appropriate, innovative, and publically supported pro¬ 
grams for every school-age individual with special 
needs in the least restrictive environment. 
The scope of this study examined some of the 
aspects of the D.C. Public Schools administrative and 
organizational structures and how they have been 
effected by the federally legislated Public Law 94-142, 
the Education for All Handicapped Children Act of 1975. 
The findings of this study suggest that some 
progress has been made by the District of Columbia 
Public Schools in their efforts to meet the spirit 
and letter of the law. There still remains much to 
investigate, discover, establish, develop and refine 
regarding the implementation of P.L. 94—142 in order 
for all involved in the noble challenge of brining 
education for all handicapped children to full 
realization. 
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APPENDIX A 
QUESTIONNAIRE 
SECTION 1: Administration 
1‘ Uslng the scale below, indicate to what extend the individual who 
is responsible for administering your region’s special education 
programs been given the responsibility and authority to: 
94 
Goa Fai] Poo No Contac t Don't Knew 
(8) Child Protective Services 
COORDINATION 
(1) Area Mental Health Facility 
(2) Children1s Hospital 
(3) Department of Human Resources 
(4) D.C. Assoc, for Retarded 
Citizens 
(5) Council for Exceptional 
Children 
(6) Children's Defense Fund 
(7) Vocational/Career Rehabi¬ 
litation Centers 
(8) Child Protective Services 
(9) Others 
LIASON 
(1) Area Mental Health Facility 
(2) Children's Hospital 
(3) Department of Human Resources 
(4) D.C. Assoc, for Retarded 
Citizens 
95 
Very Little 
Extent 
Moderate 
Extent 
Great 
Extent 
(9) Assume a major role in 
the region's organi¬ 
zational planning as 
it relates to SPED? 
(10) Develop and implement 
programs for SPED 
pupils? 
(11) Write project applica¬ 
tions to secure money 
to develop, enhance, 
or expand programs for 
SPED pupils? 
(12) Develop and dissemin¬ 
ate on-going public 
relations' programs? 
SECTION 2: Evaluation of Region or Special Education Program 
How do you rate your region or Special Education Program and the 
following grops in terms of 
COOPERATION 
Good Fail ■ Poor No Contact Don't Knew 
(1) Area Mental Health Facility 
(2) Children's Hospital 
(3) Department of Human Resources 
(4) D.C Assoc, for Retarded 
Citizens 
(5) Council for Exceptional 
Children 
(6) Children's Defense Fund 
(7) Vocational/Career 
Rehabilitation Centers 
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Good Fair Poor No Contact Don't Knew 
(5) Council for Exceptional 
Children 
(6) Children's Defense Fund 
(7) Vocational/Career Services 
(8) Rehabilitation Centers 
(9) Child Protective Services 
Has the relationship between your region and the following grops changed 
since September, 1977, with respect to: 
AGENCY INTERACTION 
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-P 
1) Area Mental Health 
[2) Children's Hospital 
;3) Department of Human Resources 
(4) D.C. Assoc, for Retarded 
Citizens 
(5) Council for Exceptional Children 
— 
(6) Children's Defense Fund 
(7) Child Protective Services 
(8) Vocational/Career Rehabilitation Centers 
COORDINATION 
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T) Area Mental Health Facility 
2) Children's Hospital 
3) Department of Human Resources 
’4) D.C. Assoc, for Retarded 
Citizens 
5) Council for Exceptional 
Children 
’6) Children's Defense Fund 
7) Child Protective Services 
18) Vocational/Career 
Rehabilitation Centers 
LIASON 
1) Area Mental Health Facility 
2) Children's Hospital 
3) Department of Human 
Services 
|4) D.C. Assoc, for Retarded 
Citizens 
5) Council for Exceptional 
Children 
6) Children's Defense Fund 
[7) Child Protective Services 
(8) Vocational/Career 
Rehabilitation Centers 
SECTION 3: Administration and Organizational Changes 
Has there been a change in the number of SPED positions in your region 
since September, 1976 Yes_ No _ 
SPED POSITION 9/76 12/77 12/78 12/80 12/81 12/82 
(1) Administrators 
(2) Psychologists 
(3) Counselors 
(4) Supervisors 
(5) Media 
Specialists 
(6) Learning Center 
Teachers 
(7) Aides 
Were the following SPED Services (i.e., programs, classes, special 
teachers, etc.) under the supervision of he individual who is 
responsible for administering your region's SPED programs,.BEFORE 
P.L. 94-142, and are they under that individual's supervision NOW? 
Supervised by Administrator of SPED 
Before 94-142 NOW 
NO YES NO YES 
Visually Impaired 
Speech Impaired 
Hearing Impaired 
Physically Impaired 
E.D. 
L.D. 
M.R. 
OTHER 
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Please check, the SPED Services (ilel, programs, classes, special teachers, 
etc.), provided by your region BEFORE p.l. 94-142 and those it provides 
now. 
Region Provided the foil Lowing services 
Before P.L. 94-142 NOW 
NO YES DON’T KNOW NO YES 
Visually Impaired 
Speech Handicapped 
Hearing Impaired 
Physically Handicapped 
E.D. 
L.D. 
M.R. - 
OTHER 
SECTION 4 : Personnel Preparation and Certification 
What is the current status of the following SPED personnel employed by 
your region? 
Don’t Kncfa Al] Most Seme Few None 
TEACHERS 
1. Certified 
2. B.S. 
3. B.S. + 
4. Masters 
5. Masters + 30 hrs. 
6. Masters + 60 hrs. 
7. No Teaching Experience 
8. 1-2 Yrs. Teaching 
9. 3 or More Yrs. Teaching 
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Don't 
Know 
All Most Sane Few None 
1. Certified 
2. B.S. 
3. B.S. + 
4. Masters 
5. Masters + 30 hrs. 
6. Masters +60 hrs. or Doctorate 
7. No Psychological Experience 1 
8. 1-2 Yrs. Psychological Expi • 
9. 3 or more Yrs. Psych. Exp. 
SECTION 5: Understanding and Support 
Do you feel that the majority of the following individuals and group 
members UNDERSTAND AND SUPPORT the PHILOSOPHY of P.L. 94-142? 
PHILOSOPHY 
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School Board 
Superintendent of Region 
H. S. Principals 
J. H. S. Principals 
Elementary Principals 
H. S. Teachers 
J. H. S. Teachers 
Elementary Teachers 
SPED Teachers 
Community Residents 
Parents of Regular Ed. Pupils 
Parents of SPED Pupils 
H. S. Counselor 
J. H. S. Counselors 
Elementary Counselor 
School Psychologists 
Pupil Personnel Workers 
Social Workers 
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Do you feel that the majority of the following individuals and group 
members UNDERSTAND and SUPPORT the REQUIREMENTS of P.L. 94-142? 
REQUIREMENTS 
Ui id« srstand Support 
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Principals 
School Board 
Superintendent of Region 
H. S. Principals 
Elementary Principals 
H. S. Teachers 
J. H. S. Teachers 
Elementary Teachers 
SPED Teachers 
Community Residents 
Parents of Reg. Ed. Pupils 
Parents of SPED Pupils 
H. S. Counselors 
J. H. S. Counselors 
Elementary Counselors 
School Psychologists 
Pupil Personnel Workers 
Social Workers 
In your opinion, are the professional responsibilities of your region's 
Administrator of SPED programs GREATER, the SAME, or LESS than the 
professional responsibilities of the positions listed? 
POSITION 
SPED ADMINISTRATOR'S RESPONSIBILITIES ARE 
1. Superintendent of School 
ABOVE SAME DON'T KNOW BELOW 
3 
2. Assistant Superintendent 
for Research and Eval¬ 
uation , 
Special Education 
3. Principals 
H. S. 
J. H. S. 
Elementary School 
4. Assistant Principals 
H. S. 
J. H. S. 
Elementary School 
5. Directors of Following 
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SPED ADMINISTRATOR'S RESPONSIBILITIES ARE 
School System PPS/SPEE 
ABOVE SAME DON'T KNOW BELOW 
Pupil Personnel 
l- 
Program Administrator 
In other Areas 
SECTION 6: Integration 
How effective do you feel your reion has been in providing the follow 
ing services for your SPED pupils? 
PROVIDING SERVICES 
For Elementary Pupils (K-6) 
1. Identification of Pupils 
EFFECTIVENESS 
VE E DON'T KNOW IE VIE 
~21 Individualized Education 
Plans (IEP) 
~~T. Regular Class-bull Time 
——PaiLial Mains U'earning 
to 25% 
5. Partial Mainstreaming 
25-60% 
6. SEPARATE SPED CLASS 
7. Counseling-Pupil 
8. Counseling-Parent 
9. SPEECH therapy 
10. Motor Development 
11. Social Development 
12. Social Worker 
For Secondary Pupils (7-12) 
1. Identification of Pupils 
2. Individualized Education 
Plans (lkP) 
3. Regular Class-Full Tbne 
4. Partial Mainstreaming 
to 25% 
5. Partial Mainstreaming 
25-60% 
6. SEPARATE SPED CLASS 
7. Counseling-Pupil 
8. Counseling-Parent 
9. SPEECH therapy 
10. Motor Development 
11. Social Development 
12. Social Worker 
13. Voc /Career Awareness 
14. Psychological/Psychiatric 
Services 
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Which of the following PROGRAMS were abailable to your SPED pupils in 
1974? 
NO YES Regular Education 
NO YES Regular Education With Modification 
NO YES Regular Education With Up to 25% SPED 
NO YES Regular Education With Up to 60% SPED 
NO YES Separate SPED Programs 
NO YES Day Schools 
NO YES Residential Schools 
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Two CEC Policy Statements Approved by Delegate Assembly 
The Organization and Administration of Special Education 
The 1973 Delegate Assembly approved “Organization and Administration of Special Education,” a 
policy statement prepared by the CEC Policies Commission (Maynard C. Reynolds, Chairman, 
Willard Abraham; Donald Blodgett; Frances P. Connor; John Johnson; Fred A. MacKinnon; and 
Paul H. Voclkcr). Hie statement originally derived from a paper by Ernest WiJlcnberg, with major 
contributions being made by Evelyn Deno, Paul Voclker, lred A. MacKinnon, and Willard 
Abraham. 
The statement first appeared in the February 1971 issue of Exceptional Children (Vol. 3/, i o. 
6, Pp. 428-443), and reactions from the membership were invited. Later versions were discussed at 
the CEC Convention in a general session of the CEC Division, Council of Administrators of Special 
Education, and in many other settings. The statement, as revised by the Policies Commission, 
appeared in the March 1973 issue of Exceptional Children (Vol. 39, No. 6, Pp. 493-497) and was 
ilso included in the agenda for the 1973 Delegate Assembly. The statement follows as amended 
and approved by the Delegate Assembly. 
The following statements suggest some of the 
major principles on which a special education 
administrative organization should be based, 
given evidence available at this time. Each 
policy statement, which is italicized, is tollowed 
by a discussion that presents its rationale. In 
order to keep the statement within workable 
Emits, the discussions are necessarily kept to a 
minimum. 
/. The right to equal educational oppor- 
' tunity implies the obligation of the 
appropriate governmental units to pro* 
vide free public education for all children. 
It is assumed that every child is capable of 
benefiting from and has a right to an 
educational program that is suitable to his 
needs. Special education siiares with regular 
education the basic responsibility of public 
educational systems to fulfill that right for 
every cluld, whatever his educational needs may 
be. 
II. The system of organization and adminis¬ 
tration developed for special education 
should be linked with regular education 
(a) to increase the capability of the total 
system to make moic flexible responses 
to changes in the behavior of individual 
pupils and to changing conditions in 
schools and society, and (b) to permit ell 
elements of the system to influence the 
policies and programs of the others. 
Special education must provide an administra¬ 
tive organization to facilitate for exceptional 
children achievement of the same educational 
goals as those pursued by other children. This 
purpose can be achieved through structures that 
are sufficiently compatible with those em¬ 
ployed by regular education to insure easy, 
unbroken passage of children ecioss regular- 
special education administrative lines for 
whatever periods of time may be necessary and 
sufficiently flexible to adjust quickly to 
changing task demands and child growth needs. 
The major purpose of the special education 
administrative organization is to provide and 
maintain the environmental conditions in 
schools that are most conducive to the growth 
and learning of children with special needs. 
Under suitable conditions, education within 
the mainstream can provide the optimal 
opportunity for many exceptional children. 
Consequently, the system for the delivery of 
special education must enable the incorporation 
of special help and opportunities for them in 
mainstream settings. Children should spend 
only as much time outside regular classroom, 
settings as is necessary to control learning 
variables that are critical to the achievement of 
specified learning goals. 
Figure 1 provides one way of organizing 3 
continuum of service delivery (Deno, 1970,'.’ It 
allows for a variety of ways of s-r-tre 
exceptional children, extending from placement 
in a regular class, with no need for special 
education, to special education that is picvidcd 
in settings that may be the administrative 
responsibility of nonschool agencies. But 
regardless of the placement setting and the 
administering agency, a free, full, and appro¬ 
priate program of education must be provided 
under the regulatory responsibility and supervi¬ 
sion and meeting the standards of the sic:: or 
provincial education agency, llow many chil¬ 
dren will need special education bey on J the 
•Deno, K. Strategies fur improvement of ejucatioiul 
opportunities for lijmJk jppcu cluIJieir Si./. <l.juj 
for r x plot tat ion of ll’DA piiUitli.il. Ir C. 
IlcynnMi £ M. I). L)ivi» (I.Js ). h.\ r« pti. end,Pen 
in regular chu'Ootns. Minneapolis U.uwrsil) of 
Minnesota, 1971. 
pr.PUMuu; * is73 
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Level 8 
Alignment of Individuals to 
the settings governed primarily 
by health, correctional, 
welfare, or other agencies 
•This means the development of positive cornitive. affective, and psychomotor skills in all pupils that will 
reduce or prevent the frequency of handicapping behavior. 
•‘Special schools in public school systems. 
4 
Figure 1. The cascade system of special education service (Dono. 1971; sae reference in footnote on p. 70). 
range of mainstream accommodations will be 
conditioned by the nature of mainstream 
provisions. The administrative structure must 
insure that the definition of extraordinary 
service need is not made unilaterally by either 
the regular or special education agents. Because 
perception of abnormality is governed by what 
is perceived as “typical” or “normal” within an 
existing frame of reference, the decision system 
must provide for continuous appraisal of the 
legitimacy or reasonableness of the frame of 
reference employed in judging educational 
needs. 
The intersection of the taper in Figure 1 is 
intended to remind the viewer that placement 
of students into treatment settings falling below 
the intersection point may sometimes need to 
be made by a physician, the courts, or other 
extraschool agents because of the ways our 
systems now operate. 
The tapered dos’gn is used in the figure to 
indicate the considerable difference in the 
numbers of children lively to be involved at the 
different levels of service. The most specialized 
facilities arc likely to be needed by the fewest 
children. This conceptualization may be applied 
to the organization of special education for 
children wirh various kinds of special r.ec is. 1: 
docs not presume that traditional categorical 
descriptions of cither children or educational 
settings are essential to the provision of 
effective learning opportunity. 
In cases in wliich the schools and other 
agencies enter into joint agreements to combine 
their resources and efforts in one fac:!::y or 
program, several kinds and levels of decisions 
may need to be made, and the !cc3l 
responsibilities of each agency must be fulfilled. 
The individual child and his parents must be 
informed of the educational alternatives avail¬ 
able and every reasonable effort must be made 
to enlist their cooperation and understanding; 
they must be assured of due process in the 
making of all major decisions tlut affect the 
child s r.ght to “equal educational oppor¬ 
tunity.’' 
III. Special education programs should be 
joined with other child and family 
assistance programs of the community m 
order to provide exceptional children and 
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their families with alt needed services on a 
fully coordinated, effective, and efficient 
basis. 
Among the total complex of factors that 
condition what and how well a child learns in 
school arc his health, physical condition, and 
the influential aspects of his nonschool 
environment. Consequently/ special education 
programs should be coordinated with health, 
welfare, and other public services to serve the 
full scope of the child’s needs. AJ1 programs 
should be conducted in sensitive cooperation 
with the parents of tire child. 
JV. Responsibility for administering the spe¬ 
cial education program should be clearly 
defined so that accountability for sen-ice 
effectiveness can be maintained. 
In the administration of the special educa¬ 
tion system it must be clarified (a) who is to be 
responsible for various functions and decisions 
and (b) what procedures can be developed to 
provide adequate protection of the individual 
child’s rights. When services essential to the 
improvement of a child’s condition are 
rendered under several administrative auspices, 
as is so often the .ease with handicapped 
children, wliich agent or agency is to be 
responsible for providing which aspects of 
treatment needs to be clearly defined at every 
level to produce the most effective outcomes 
for the child. 
The major functions commonly assigned to 
administrators of special education programs 
include the following: 
1. Establisliing and maintaining effective ways 
of identifying children with special educa¬ 
tion needs. 
2. Assessing the special needs of children to 
determine what kinds of special programs 
and services should be provided for them. 
3. Planning and organizing an appropriate 
• variety of interventions or program aiterna- 
tives for exceptional children. 
A. Marshaling the resources needed to conduct 
a comprehensive program of special educa¬ 
tion. 
5. Using direction, coordination, and consulta¬ 
tion as required to guide the efforts of all 
those who arc engaged in the special 
education enterprise. 
6. Conducting evaluation and research activi¬ 
ties to reflect new emphases and to 
Incorporate new knowledge and constantly 
Improve special instruction and the quality 
of special services. 
7. Involving community representatives in 
planning programs to insure their,under¬ 
standing and support. 
B. Conducting programs for staff development, 
sucli as inservice or continuing education 
programs. 
V. Every school system should contain a 
visible central administrative unit for 
special education programs and services 
which is at the same administrative 
hie rare liat level as other major instruc¬ 
tional program units. * 
The parameters of regular and special 
education should be articulated so that children 
may be afforded equal educational opportunity 
through the resources of either or both parts of 
the system of education. 
Such articulation should be achieved 
through sensitive negotiations between the 
responsible agents of both regular and apecial 
education who meet in full parity. To protect 
the rights of all children to equal educationaj 
opportunity, the policy making bodies oi 
school systems should include administrators of 
both regular and special education. 
Programs to meet the needs of exceptional 
children arc no less important than those 
designed to meet the needs of other children. 
The importance of programs to meet human 
needs should not be judged on the basis of the 
number of clients the programs arc expected to 
serve. 
VI. Financial support for special education 
should be a separate and identified 
component of *ach school system's 
budget. 
Since exceptional children have the same 
lights to education as other children, the 
educational needs of exceptional children 
cannot be delayed until the needs and service 
demands of the majority of the children ha\c 
been satisfied. Educational resources are always 
likely to be finite. The application of the 
principle of “the greatest good for the greatest 
number” to determine which children's needs 
shall be met first directly contradicts on; 
democratic society’s declared commitment to 
equal educational opportunity for all children. 
Ihstory confirms that the social injustices and 
ill effects that flow from the application of the 
majority-first principle to educational budget¬ 
ing are too serious lor this principle to be used 
in educational financing. 
Exceptional children constitute a minority 
of the school population. The programs for 
them represent a comparatively high financial 
investment for the numbers of children served. 
In some school systems, money allocated to 
special education is regarded as an alternative to 
the improvement of regular school programs. 
The climate of competitive interests thus 
produced can jeopardize the stability of special 
education services. 
•Usually tJits/wil! mean an assistant or avneiate 
•tigerintt'f'iknl level position or sir.ul.ir of.i.'e at 
"cabinet" level directly below the supermtenJaiil 
level. 
‘1 
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• The interests of the community arc ill served 
If competition for funds is conducted on the 
isis of special interests. What is needed, rather, 
j the cooperation of both regular and special 
educators to educate the public in the 
desirability of meeting the needs of all children 
without discrimination or favoritism. 
There is every reason to believe that the 
public interest is best protected when the 
responsibility for the deployment of public 
resources is placed in the hands of persons who 
ire qualified by training and experience to 
make the necessary judgements, llius, special 
education should play an active role in 
determining how resources arc to be allocated. 
However, the community lias the ultimate 
responsibility to determine goals and to 
evaluate performance. 
Resources should be allocated to special 
education on the basis of programs to be 
provided, not on the basis of traditional 
categorical incidence estimates. 
The mandate to provide all children with 
equal educational opportunities requires that all 
educators, whether regular or special, be 
equally concerned with the funding of both 
regular and special education programs. No 
school system can fulfill the mandate if rivalries 
for dollars are permitted to supersede the needs 
of children. 
VII. Effective operation of special education 
programs and services requires employ 
.• ment of personnel who possess the skills, 
understanding, and experience necessary 
to deal effectively with the problems of 
exceptional children. 
The demand for qualified personnel in 
special education has led to specialization and 
technical differentiation in job classifications 
and assignments. Care must be taken to insure 
that the time of highly trained specialists is 
used most effectively. Careful determination 
should be made of the character of decisions to 
allow use of differentiated staffing patterns 
(i.e., persons with different levels and kinds of 
training arc employed in carefully coordinated 
arrangements). 
Special education programs must include 
provisions for both the prcscrvicc and inscrvice 
training of personnel. Training programs con¬ 
ducted by colleges and universities should 
function in collaboration with field units so 
that reality oriented pr.icticum experiences can 
be provided. Continuing educational opportuni¬ 
ties should be provided for both regular nnd^ 
special education personnel already at work in 
the schools. These inservicc programs arc not 
only essential to help personnel adapt to 
changes in the technology and practices cf 
special education but also to help Keep the 
programs flexible and responsive to new social 
developments and service possibilities. 
VIII. Special education requires a broed base of 
participation and support from the 
community as well as from the educa¬ 
tional system. 
The field of special education probably has 
had more participation in program planning and 
policies by citizen-consumers than any other 
aspect of education. Tliis experience confirms 
the value of parent and community voices :n 
. program development. It is both a desirable 
goal and a necessity that special education 
leaders should continue to seek expanded 
opportunities for the involvement 01 parcr.is 
and other community representatives in all 
phases of programs for exceptional cl.ndicn, 
ranging from individual child conferences to the 
broadest forms of social policy planning. 
Education of the Gifted 
The 1973 Delegate Assembly approved “Education of the Gifted, a policy statement presented 
for action by the CEC Policies Commission (Maynard C. Reynolds, Chairman; Willard Abraham; 
Donald Blodgett; Frances P. Connor; John Johnson; Fred A. MacKinnon; and Paul H. Voch-.er). 
The statement derives from earlier position papers by Ruth Martinson, \\illard Abraham, and 
James Gallagher. The Commission gratefully acknowledges the contributions of Fred A. 
MacKinnon in constructing this statement. ^ 
A draft of the statement appeared in the October, 1972 issue of Exceptional Children (\ ol. o9, 
Ho 2 Pp. 167-169) with a request that reactions and suggestions be mailed to the Commission 
Chairman The statement was then revised on the basis of recommendations received and 
submitted to the Delegate Assembly. The statement follows as amended and approved by the 
Delegate Assembly. 
The 1971 Delegate Assembly, in approving a 
statement of b:sic commitments anJ responsi¬ 
bilities to exceptional children, aflirmed “that 
every pcison is valuable in lus own right and 
should be afforded equal opportunities to 
develop his full potential.” 
Futlurc to act to meet the educational needs 
of the gifted is not only a denial of democratic 
exceptional children 
APPENDIX C 
no 
4660 Martin Luther King, Jr. 
Avenue, S.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20032 
July 7, 1983 
Dear Colleague, 
I am writing to request your assistance in my efforts to 
complete the requirements for the Ed.D. Degree at the Univer¬ 
sity of Massachusetts. My tenure with the D.C. Public Schools 
expired in November of 1982. While in the service of the D.C. 
Public Schools, I worked as an IEP Coordinator in Region D 
with Mr. James Melbourne, as a Hearing Complaint Officer with 
Mr. Thomas J. Kelly at the Logan Child-Study Center, and as a 
coordinator of Behavior Management with Mrs. Gladys Clark- 
Johnson in Region A. In addition, for several summers, I 
worked in the assessment programs. 
I would like to administer a 21 item questionnaire to the 
Directors of Special Education and Pupil Personnel Services 
and the Administrators of City-Wide State Schools. The study 
is concerned with "The Role of the Administrator of Special 
Education Programs." 
I would be most happy to discuss this matter with you. 
have enclosed a copy of the questionnaire and a copy of the 
signed Dissertation Proposal Approval form. I have received 
the written approval to distribute the questionnaire to City- 
Wide State School Administrators from Dr. Doris Woodson. I 
would like to emphasize that my survey population is compara¬ 
tively very small. This fact makes your participation 
extremely essential and important. I have enclosed a self- 
addressed, stamped mailer for your use in returning the 
completed questionnaire. Thanking you in advance for your 
consideration, I am 
f/y 
v 
m 
PUBLIC LAW 94-142: AN ANALYSIS OF COMPLIANCE 
Dear Colleague: 
As an administrator of SPECIAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS you are aware 
of the critical need for an objective study of the role of the adminis¬ 
trator of Special Education Programs in the District of Columbia Public 
Schools and the implementation of P.L. 94-142. 
By completing the enclosed questionnaire you will help make the 
first such study in the District of Columbia possible. You will 
also assure yourself of receiving a copy of the completed study. 
It is essential that the completed study include your professional 
knowledge and opinions. Most of the questions can be answered with¬ 
out looking up additional information. 
NO REGION, OFFICE, OR INDIVIDUAL WILL BE IDENTIFIED IN 
THE COMPLETED STUDY. 
IT is essential that you complete the questionnaire and return 
it within the next few days. If you have any questions please call 
me at my office 433-1000 or at my home 563-8879. 
Your assistance is appreciated. 
Office for Special Services 
and State Affairs 
Division of Special Education 
and Pupil Personnel Services 
Webster Building 
10th <mu1 H Streets. N.W. Washington. D C. 20001 
June 16, 1983 
Mr. Leroy Woods Jr. 
4660 Martin Luther King Jr. Ave. 
Washington, D.C. 20032 
Dear Mr. Woods: 
The Division of Special Education and Pupil Personnel Services is 
in receipt of your request to distribute a survey to Regional Directors 
of Special Education and Pupil Personnel Services and Citywide School 
Administrators. I am approving your distribution of the questionnaire 
to the Citywide School Administrators. The regional directors do not 
report to this office, therefore, any participation by them in your 
research effort will have to be pursued at the regional level. 
I do want to express my concern that the length of the question¬ 
naire may result in a very low rate of return. In addition, some of the 
content appears to be unrelated to the responsibilities of the Citywide 
School Administrators. 
I wish you luck in your pursuit of your Doctor of Education Degree. 
If I can assist you in any other manner please donft hesitate to contact 
me. 
Sincerely, 
Doris A. Woodson 
Assistant Superintendent 
DAW: sc 


